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ABSTRACT 
The Impact of Faculty Collective Bargaining on The 
Administration of Public Higher Education in the United States 
With Particular Emphasis on the New England Region 
May 1979 
Carol Bankart Gilmore, B.A., Connecticut 
College, M.Ed., Keene State College, M.S., University of 
Massachusetts, Ph.D., University of Massachusetts 
Directed by: Professor Max S. Wortman, Jr. 
A two-phased design with a survey questionnaire and a structured 
interview was utilized to provide a descriptive study of the impact 
of faculty collective bargaining on collegiate administration. The 
presidents of all unionized collegiate institutions and all heads of 
faculty bargaining units were surveyed on fourteen dimensions related 
to the status of collegiate unionism, academic responses to bargain¬ 
ing, faculty governance responses to unionization and shifts in 
academic personnel policies and practices. 
Data analysis was conducted using the SPSS package. Frequency 
tabulations were compiled with cross-tabulations and statistical 
breakdowns prepared for a comparison of the significant variables. 
New England and United States groups were compared for union and man¬ 
agement responses. 
The results indicated that the New England Region mirrored the 
national experience in terms of bargaining agent representation, 
duration of initial agreements, and initial success with grievance 
resolution. 
v 
The bargaining impact on the assignment of tasks and coordina¬ 
tion of effort was evidenced in the creation of specialized positions 
and in the introduction of related training for administrative person¬ 
nel. Greater emphasis on coordination has occurred. Conflict has 
not been diminished and an increasingly dichotomous management-faculty 
relationship appears to be occurring. Most effected has been the 
position of department chairperson. Increased pressure from bargain¬ 
ing has increased the degree of specialization, complexity, and cost 
of collegiate administration. A causal relationship between bargain¬ 
ing and long range planning could not be demonstrated. 
The overall impact of bargaining on governance has been more 
pronounced on the nation than in the New England region. The degree 
of formal administrative influence on governance has been diminished 
and the content of governance matters most effected in areas related 
to personnel policies and procedures. The loss of governance decision¬ 
making power was least in strong and well established bodies and 
weakest in organizations where governance was primarily concerned with 
employment matters. 
Other results indicate a significant increase in job security pro¬ 
visions including grievance and retrenchment. A greater degree of 
specificity in standards for hiring, tenure, termination, retrenchment 
and grievance has also occurred. Both the form and content of existant 
personnel policy has been influenced by bargaining. 
Efficiency has increased in terms of the degree of explicitness in 
procedure and process, but effectiveness has not necessarily been 
enhanced. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Collective bargaining represents a recent development in higher 
education and a response to the rapid and traumatic change which has 
characterized the collegiate scene over the past few years. Since 1963, 
when Henry Ford Community College adopted collective bargaining, nearly 
500 of the nation's 2,400 collegiate faculties have voted for union¬ 
ization and the trend towards collective bargaining in higher education 
seems firmly established.^ 
A measure of consensus now exists with regard to the origins and 
early history of collegiate collective bargaining. Among the causal 
factors involved in the development of higher educational unionization 
are: 
The economic feast and famine experienced by colleges and 
universities—the boom period (1954-65) and quasi-bust 
period which followed; 
The depersonalization and bureaucratization of campus life, 
engendered by the growth of gargantuan multicampus univer¬ 
sities (particularly in the public sector); 
A diminution of the sense of collegiality between campus 
faculty and burgeoning central administrators, and 
faculty dissatisfaction with existing governance scheme; 
The sudden spurt of state public employment laws beginning 
in 1965 which provided legally enabling and protective 
ability to organize.^ 
Faculties in public higher education also appear to have experi¬ 
enced a loss of faith in the collegiate educational process. Legislative 
1 
2 
action and public opinion may restrict university growth and develop¬ 
ment. Through budgetary and other types of restraint, enrollment may 
be limited and teaching and research efforts constrained. Increased 
external involvement in governance and the gradual erosion of other 
faculty prerogatives have further precipitated faculty organization. 
Unionization is increasingly perceived as one means of combatting the 
many pressures toward diminishing faculty power in colleges and 
universities. 
Beyond this, the general state of the economy has also exacer¬ 
bated the situation. Inflation and rising costs have impacted the 
nation as a whole, and the university community has not been immune to 
the pressures of the budget crunch. Dissatisfied with increments that, 
when provided, do not meet cost-of-living requirements, faculties have 
turned to unionization as a means of achieving parity with inflation 
levels.^ 
While there is agreement over the origins of collegiate collective 
bargaining, a lack of unanimity regarding the consequences of organiza¬ 
tion in higher education still exists. Some have suggested that bargain¬ 
ing will advance and reinforce professionalism for both faculty and 
administrators.^ Others have predicted a negative impact on college 
and university systems. 
. . . (by) dividing the university into worker-professors, 
and manager-administrators and governing boards . . . 
(collective bargaining) imperils the premise of shared 
authority, encourages the polarization in interests, and 
exaggerates the adversary concern over interests held in 
common.^ 
On the institutional level, colleges and universities are faced 
with external challenges to the decision-making process in the form of 
3 
unit determination, election supervision, and third party intervention 
in grievance and unfair practice disputes. Carr and Van Eyck indicated 
that: 
One clear danger posed by the movement toward faculty 
collective bargaining is that it may quickly come to 
shape and control the labor-management relationship in 
higher education as completely as it does in industry.^ 
Traditional private sector unionization is designed to protect 
employees through constraining the employer's right to hire and fire. 
Seniority systems, grievance procedures, arbitration clauses, and 
increased demands for economic increments have been the traditional 
mechanisms for achieving these ends. In public educational unionism, 
the "teacher together with his peers has a moral coresponsibility for 
the character and consequence of his vocational activity and implicit 
commitment not only to do it well but to improve it. 
„8 
Thus, although 
educators charge for their services, they also exercise power in terms 
of the authority traditionally vested in their conduct of their pro¬ 
fessionalism. 
As bargaining continues to expand in scope to include a greater 
proportion of academe, "leveling" or "homogenizing" effects should be 
experienced and the entire concept of collegiate professionalism may 
be revolutionized. Accompanying these changes will be modifications 
in the concept of educational management. 
When university management perceive the changed role 
forced upon it by faculty collective bargaining, the 
university management may indeed come to resemble more 
full the authority and responsibility of business 
management. 
In these early years of academic collective bargaining, the trends 
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in this direction probably will become more apparent. The current 
status of collegiate bargaining is still shrouded in ambiguity. Recon- 
s ciling change occasioned by bargaining with the continuing mission of 
the university may be easy for some schools, but more difficult for 
others. Each institution must strive to meet the challenges of faculty 
unionism while it attempts to accomodate both the needs of its professo¬ 
riate and the colleges and universities themselves. 
Purpose 
The purpose of this project are to provide: 
(1) A descriptive study of faculty unionism in public higher 
educational institutions. 
(2) An analysis of the impact of bargaining on collegiate 
management. 
(3) An indication of the future direction and character of 
public collegiate collective bargaining. 
The first purpose of this research project is to provide a descrip¬ 
tive study of faculty unionism in collegiate institutions with a partic¬ 
ular focus on New England public higher educational institutions. While 
several case studies have been completed in public higher educational 
labor relations, most are either historical in nature, related to the 
introduction of bargaining onto a campus, or concerned with contract 
content. No significant descriptive work appears to have been completed 
on collegiate bargaining by faculties in New England as an entity or as 
compared to nationwide samples of schools. This research will attempt 
to fill the void. 
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Other studies have surveyed the effects of collective bargaining 
on nationwide samples of schools in terms of faculty attitudes toward 
bargaining, administrative salaries, or general bargaining activities.^ 
Little appears to have been done on the administrative function as these 
are influenced by the collective bargaining process. 
The second purpose of this study will be to provide an analysis 
of the impact of bargaining on such administrative policies and practices 
as changes in management structure with specific reference to New England 
public higher educational institutions. The impact on the role and 
function of the individual administrator will be examined, the influence 
on governance will be assessed, and the effect of bargaining on faculty 
personnel policies will be analyzed. Beyond this, the research will 
consider the impact of collective bargaining on the long-range planning 
activities of collegiate institutions. 
The third purpose of this study is to indicate the future direction 
and character of public collegiate collective bargaining. It may also 
shed light on the reasons for the present relatively low levels of 
organization in the private, higher educational institution. Based on 
the results obtained here, the consequences of bargaining for the high 
educational unit should be suggested and implications of today’s bargain¬ 
ing for future administrators should be revealed. 
The specific objectives of the research will involve the 
following: 
(1) Detailed investigation of the origins and causes of faculty 
unionism in public higher education with particular emphasis 
on New England. 
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(2) Study of collegiate administration in such areas as the 
implementation of management training and development pro¬ 
grams, changes in the composition of the administrative 
staff, the increased use of labor relations specialists, and 
involvement in the long-range planning process. 
(3) Investigation of institutional governance including the 
composition and authority of the governance body and the 
functions of campus governance before and after the establish¬ 
ment of the faculty collective bargaining relationship. 
(4) Review of faculty personnel policies with regard to promotion, 
tenure, retrenchment, termination, and grievance procedures. 
(5) Assessment of the future implications of the present impact 
of these collective negotiations of college and university 
administration. The consequences of bargaining should suggest 
effects to be expected by other collegiate institutions. 
Implications for both faculty members and academic adminis¬ 
trators should be revealed and the direction of public higher 
educational labor-management relationships may be indicated. 
(6) Implications for further study and research should be sug¬ 
gested from the results obtained in this study. 
Significance of This Study 
The significance of this study arises from a study of areas of 
academic collective bargaining where there appears to be little reported 
research. Collective bargaining in public higher education is emerging 
as a highly controversial subject and is becoming increasingly important 
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in the lives of the professoriate. Presently, collective bargaining is 
most developed in the public community colleges and least popular in the 
private, four-year institution. Private higher education has not expe¬ 
rienced the trend toward unionization which has been apparent in the 
public sector. 
The impact of collective bargaining on management in colleges and 
universities is becoming increasingly important as faculty members 
attempt to assess the benefits of unionism. It will be highly influen¬ 
tial on the employment relationship between faculty and the educational 
institution. As administrators struggle with ramifications of faculty 
unionism, they will find themselves and their administrative practices 
evolving to new and unanticipated forms. This study will benefit 
present and future administrators through: 
(1) Enabling both faculty and administrators to better under¬ 
stand the content of bargaining. 
(2) Providing the participants with insight into the changes 
which may be experienced during the collective bargaining 
process. 
(3) Establishing a means of institutional comparison. 
(4) Facilitating the determination of the typicalness of the 
New England experience as compared to the nation as a whole 
in terms of both collective bargaining and the administrative 
response to faculty unionization. 
(5) Assisting academic administrators in their ability to per¬ 
form more effectively and efficiently and in maintaining or 
improving faculty-staff relationships. 
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The results of this study will also be useful for both faculty and 
students in higher education. Faculty should be better able to compre¬ 
hend the totality of the impact of unionization on a campus. Faculty 
attitudes on unorganized campuses may be influenced. Clarification of 
the relationship between the management function and the role of faculty 
in campus decision-making may occur. Changing trends in faculty person¬ 
nel policies may become more apparent. The consequences of bargaining 
for campus governance should also be further clarified. Finally, for 
those faculties experienced in the collective negotiations process, 
this research should provide an indication of the representativeness 
of their efforts while for those new to collective bargaining, more 
enlightened and realistic expectations of the bargaining process should 
be possible. 
Students should also become better informed with regard to the 
outcomes of collective negotiations on their campuses. The results 
may impact on students’ demands for greater power in campus decision¬ 
making. Student groups concerned with the unionization of their peers 
may utilize the findings to add impetus to their organization efforts. 
For those students who view themselves as having an adversary relation¬ 
ship with faculty, unionization may encourage a more legalistic response 
to the education process. Coalitions between students and administrative 
or faculty groups may occur as students seek to preclude losses of 
campus-based power to unionized faculties. This research should indicate 
the locus and intensity of any such power shifts and suggest the nature 
and direction of any coalition of this type. 
Public sector unionism is a rapidly growing field. This research 
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will provide the public sector with additional information on public 
higher educational experiences with collective bargaining. Other public 
employees such as university staff employees, nurses, and transit employ¬ 
ees, among others, may also benefit from the results of this research. 
Finally, this study should also provide an indication of the 
prospects and promises for academics collective bargaining. These 
should be examined and evaluated in terms of their legitimacy for the 
professoriate. If it cannot be demonstrated that collective bargaining 
does make a positive difference for faculty, administrators, and institu¬ 
tional structure, then the rationale for college unionization will come 
into question and the cause of academic collective bargaining seriously 
diminished in scope and character. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
General Background 
Since the early sixties, academic collective bargaining has become 
a popular topic in literature. This coincides with the rapid spread 
and adoption of unionization by colleges and universities throughout the 
United States. Initially, it involved only a few systems such as 
community colleges and the units at State University of New York (SUNY) 
and City University of New York (CUNY) in New York, but in recent years 
collective bargaining increasingly has been adopted by various institu¬ 
tions throughout the nation. 
Its current status is still shrouded with controversy. The expec¬ 
tations of the initial adopters have given way in some quarters to dis¬ 
illusionment and controversy. Those who have questioned the benefits 
of campus unionism have found support for their views in the failure of 
bargaining to provide clearly delineated benefits for themselves or 
their institutions. University administrators, in participating in 
collective bargaining, often become painfully aware of their inadequa¬ 
cies and faculty members have become frustrated by their inability to 
achieve change in a comprehensive or rapid manner. Both parties have 
experienced changing relationships and have been forced to reexamine 
professional and personal realities. Further, the difficulty of 
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establishing clearly the benefits of collegiate and present economic 
and political realities have made the expansion of collegiate bargain¬ 
ing a less certain eventuality. 
The substantial literature on collegiate collective bargaining 
has attempted to address these issues as they have developed. It has 
passed through several periods. Initial concern focused on the histor¬ 
ical and legal emergence of bargaining on the college campus. Consider¬ 
ation was also given to the similarities between collective bargaining 
on the campus and private sector industrial relations. This phase was 
followed by work on the development and maturity of bargaining on the 
campus and concern with such issues as attitudes toward bargaining and 
the actual conduct of bargaining. The next phase related business 
management to academic administration and involved investigation of 
/ the characteristics of public sector labor relations in particular. 
Other studies have focused on the progress of bargaining, contract 
content, and the grievance process. Increasingly, attention is turning 
to academic governance, the results of bargaining including policies 
to promotion, tenure, and retrenchment and other personnel areas. 
Since the issues to be examined in this study are diverse and the 
literature extensive, the literature will be reviewed in several distinct 
areas as reflected in the development of public higher educational labor 
relations. This review will be numerically selective due to the sheer 
volume and duplication of content of writings on academic collective 
bargaining, particularly since the mid-sixties. The presentation of 
the literature will proceed in the following fashion: 
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The legal background including state and municipal law and 
the enabling legislation which moved labor relations into the 
public higher education realm. 
The origins and causes of collegiate unionism. 
The relationship of private to public sector collective 
bargaining. 
Business management versus educational administration. 
The process of collegiate collective bargaining as it relates 
to this study. 
The content of collegiate collective bargaining as it relates 
to this study. 
This choice was suggested by chronology and by the content of the 
literature itself. 
Before turning to the specific portions of the academic collective 
bargaining literature, an initial survey of this literature revealed 
little attention paid to the impact of collective bargaining on the 
^administration of collegiate public institutions of higher education, 
particularly in New England. 
Unionism is rapidly growing in New England college and university 
institutions. To date, agents have been chosen at many public institu¬ 
tions throughout the region. One of more recent elections was the May, 
1978 University of Maine systems selection of the Maine Teachers 
Association as their bargaining agent. Bargaining also has been rejected 
at several institutions including the University of Vermont. This 
regional situation appears to reflect the national trend, for approx- 
iately 500 of the nation's collegiate faculties have voted for union- 
(1) 
>/ (2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(3) 
(6) 
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ization. Of this number, 74 percent are publicly supported institutions, 
with a substantial proportion of the organized professoriate concern- 
trated in New York at State University of New York (SUNY) and City 
University of New York (CUNY).1 It is the high degree of activity in 
New England collegiate unionism which provides an important bases for 
description and analysis. 
The Legal Background 
Several studies are related to legislative provisions for negoti¬ 
ations in the states of the union. Currently states in New England 
account for 25 percent of the twenty-four states which have enacted 
some type of collective bargaining legislation for faculty collective 
bargaining. Massachusetts, Rhode Island, and Vermont are among eighteen 
states which enacted enabling legislation prior to 1975, while New 
Hampshire, Connecticut, and Maine all passed broadly based laws during 
1975.2 
Federal Level. Public sector employees derive their rights to collective 
bargaining from several sources. On the federal level, these rights were 
granted in 1962 when President John F. Kennedy signed Executive Order 
10988 and were extended in 1969 under President Nixon’s Executive Order 
11491. Without a specific legislative mandate to bargain, public employ¬ 
ees have no legally protected rights to organize. Although employees 
may voluntarily agree to negotiate or give in to pressures to bargain, 
they are not under any legal compulsion to do so. In the absence of 
any specific requirements to bargain, public employees may also gain the 
right to bargain from three sources: (1) common law, such as judicial 
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decisions; (2) municipal law, including home rule provisions; and (3) 
constitutional law. 
State and Municipal Law. In 1959, Wisconsin became the first state in 
the United States to enact comprehensive legislation to cover their 
public employees. To date, over 30 states have protected the rights to 
organize, established the obligations of collective bargaining, and 
delineated dispute mechanisms. Some states now also provide for com¬ 
pulsory arbitration of disputes for certain classes of public employees.^ 
Extension of Collective Bargaining to Higher Education. The extension 
of collective bargaining to postsecondary educational employees has 
followed several patterns. Two of these are of particular interest. 
The first pattern includes those states for which legislation has been 
written to make specific inclusion of postsecondary educational employ¬ 
ees in public education within the provisions of the law. New Hampshire 
and Vermont are typical of such states. In each, omnibus public legisla¬ 
tion encompasses the various levels of higher educational institutions. 
In the second pattern, the language of the legislation makes no specific 
mention of postsecondary institutions. In such instances, collegiate 
personnel and their institutions are considered to be included within 
the law either by implication or by interpretation through various legal 
decisions. In Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, and Rhode Island, 
collegiate bargaining has followed this latter pattern. In Connecticut 
and Maine, inclusion for vocational-technical schools occurred as a 
result of legislation passed in 1969 and 1970 respectively, while in 
Massachusetts and Rhode Island, it was initially obtained for two-year 
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\/ schools in 1970. In all instances, it now is considered to include all 
levels of public higher education.^ 
Once the enabling legislation for academic collective bargaining 
has been passed, the appropriate bargaining unit must be determined. 
(The criteria for determining appropriate bargaining unit for the New 
England States are provided in Appendix A.). Generally the standards 
of a community of interests, history of organization, desires of employ¬ 
ees, and consideration of multicampus or separate campus units are 
£ 
utilized to accomplish these unit determinations. 
Collegiate collective bargaining may be conducted in either a 
"permissive" or "mandatory" context. The scope of negotiations encom¬ 
passes nine categories of bargaining. These include dispute settlement, 
hours worked, workload, institutional direction, and personnel policies 
as well as union security, the technical aspects of bargaining, direct 
compensation, and miscellaneous subjects of bargaining.^ (For specific 
reference to the scope of bargaining in the New England States, see 
Appendix B.). While both the determination of the bargaining unit and 
the establishment of the scope of bargaining are generally free from 
conflict, controversy in these areas does occur. Several of the more 
critical decisions relating to unit determination and the scope of 
bargaining will now be revealed. 
National Labor Relations Board Decisions (NLRB). The National Labor 
Relations Board entered into private higher education in 1970 when it 
asserted jurisdiction over relationships with non-academic employees 
at Cornell University. At that time, it indicated it would continue to 
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rule in instances of universities which have "gross annual operating 
revenues of one million or more" and, in doing so, established the right 
of collective bargaining in over eighty percent of all the private 
O 
educational institutions in the United States. 
Collective bargaining was further extended by NLRB ruling in the 
C.W. Post and Fordham University cases to include academic personnel. 
While in the Cornell University case, the decision was addressed solely 
to the question of the jurisdictional problem of interstate commerce 
and the nonacademic employees; in the Post case, it decided that although 
full-time faculty are involved in the decisions of the university, they 
are not supervisors within the meaning which would exclude them from 
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participation in a collective bargaining unit. In the Fordham case, 
the Board decided that a professional school could and, in this instance, 
should be separated from the broader faculty unit for bargaining purpose. 
Thus, in rulings in the private sector, the NLRB has established the 
right to bargain for academics, ruled on nature and composition of 
appropriate bargaining units, and determined that university units may 
properly exclude some specialized sections from the overall institution 
unit. 
These extensions of enabling legislation to public higher educa¬ 
tional labor relations have been characterized as applications of private 
industrial labor relations to the public sector in general and to public 
higher education in particular. At present, both the public sector and 
collegiate unionism are beginning to develop specialized bodies of law 
and through precedents to establish unique criteria for decision making. 
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Origins and Causes of Academic Unionism 
Collective Bargaining in Higher Education. Many early studies of colle¬ 
giate unionism focused on the establishment of the higher education 
labor union movement. In addition to those causative factors alluded 
to in the introduction to this study, other rationales for unionization 
also have been suggested. Garbarino indicated that the movement grew 
out of a sense of identification with secondary school education and 
the success of this sector in collective bargaining. Other determinants 
appear to be inherent in higher education itself. Professionals need 
to control the conditions under which they practice their art and yet 
the bureaucracies in which they work require a depersonalization of the 
employer-employee relationship. Unionization becomes viewed as one 
means of achieving the goals of professionalism and personal autonomy.^ 
The initial reactions of many in the profession toward unionization 
was one of hesitancy and skepticism, but changing economic and social 
pressures have caused many to alter their opinions in favor of the union 
form of organization. The unions themselves have become more aggressive 
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and have developed new techiques for organizing the unorganized. 
One doctoral dissertation by Volpe, a case study of unionized and 
nonunionized faculties in Pennsylvania State Community Colleges, used 
survey data to assess faculty viewpoints on various administrative 
practices. These practices were measured across the dimensions of trust, 
resolution of complaints, teaching conditions, communications, and 
decision-making. Volpe’s conclusions supported the proposition that the 
administrative environment of a unionized campus or on a campus predis- 
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posed to unionism differs from those where unionism has not yet become 
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a factor or a consideration. 
The physical organization of the institution may also be a factor 
in unionism. A large multicampus system or a statewide system promotes 
unionism because it invites employee comparison of the various terms 
and conditions of employment at the various campuses. Collective 
bargaining is utilized to neutralize any imbalance in compensation or 
conditions of employment which arise in the system.^ 
These and other factors such as increasing class size, declining 
average age of faculty members, and poor supervisory practices have 
caused a rapid growth in collegiate collective bargaining. Collegiate 
unionism has reported a growth rate double that of the early years in 
the industrial labor movement.^ Despite this rapid growth: 
Collective bargaining has taken higher education by surprise. 
It reached the campus long after it had arrived in industry, 
entering through a side gate when the focus of attention was 
on the explosive confrontations taking place at education’s 
front door. 
Today community colleges account for 80 percent of the bargaining 
agents in higher education, 33 percent of the full-time faculty, and 
60 percent of all of the unionized collegiate campuses. While more 
than 100 two-year institutions are operating under their third contracts, 
only two of their four-year counterparts are doing so.^ Ladd and Lipset 
further indicate that a few of those educational institutions classified 
as ’’elite" have endorsed collegiate unionism for their own schools. 
Thus, the overall support for collective bargaining in higher education 
is increasing. While in 1969 only fifty-six percent of professors 
favored collegiate unionization, in 1972, this support had risen to sixty 
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percent. In 1976, collegiate unionism represented approximately 100,000 
persons and 479 institutions across the nation.-*-® 
Attitudes Toward Unionization in Higher Education. A survey for the 
Carnegie Commission on Higher Education on attitudes towards unionism 
revealed the sources of support for the union concept in terms of 
prestige, academic rank, "class interests," and personal characteristics. 
Based on 3,500 questionnaires from 111 institutions, the 1969 results 
revealed that sixty percent of those surveyed endorsed the concept of 
academic collective bargaining. In the 1975 resurvey, this support had 
risen to sixty-nine percent. In addition, professional status contrib¬ 
uted the most to differences in levels of support for collective 
bargaining and demonstrated that the overall increase in support for 
the concept of faculty bargaining could be linked to declines in levels 
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of income and compensation. Among other research studies of interest 
on attitudes, the first study examined national versus local chapters 
and concluded that the attitudes and behaviors of collective bargaining 
agents toward bargaining was most often determined on the local level. 
While the positions of the national teacher organizations were often 
difficult to distinguish, those on the local level were most often at 
wide variance from both the national organization and from other local 
affiliates. 
A second report indicated that a negative attitude on the part of 
an institution's administration could do more to foster the development 
of unionization than it would do to hinder it. Deans, in particular, 
21 
could become the focal point for an organizing drive. 
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A final analysis, one of the few longitudinal studies on attitude 
change, provided evidence of the shift in attitude of a faculty. In 
this instance, Henry Ford Community College moved ’’from hostile and 
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conflict oriented to aggressive and resolution oriented." This 
research provided an indication of one experience of a faculty turning 
to collective bargaining and the changes in faculty attitudes which were 
occasioned by this unionization. 
In summary, the determinants of collegiate collective bargaining 
are quite varied and often situational in nature. The attitudes 
individuals have towards unionization are often the result of their 
individual socio-economic backgrounds and are a function of the partic¬ 
ular educational setting involved. Since every university and faculty- 
administrative relationship is unique, it would be diffcult to identify 
the exact precipitating causes of unionization at a given college or 
university. 
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Development of Collegiate Collective Bargaining in New England. In 
1972, New England Board of Higher Education survey of the six New England 
states reported that only in Massachusetts was there any indication of 
• v 
faculty interest in collective bargaining for higher educational facul¬ 
ties. Except for the small, private Bryant College in Rhode Island, 
only eight institutions for higher education had demonstrated any interest 
in union activity. "All eight happened to be in Massachusetts, all were 
public, and one. Southeastern Massachusetts University, had indeed 
2 2 
already negotiated a contract." 
At that time, national trends were also beginning to emerge. 
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Unionization had already occurred at 100 two-year institutions, 30- 
35 four-year schools had elected bargaining agents and 18 contracts at 
these four-year institutions already had been negotiated. By October, 
1973, agents had been selected at five additional schools in New England, 
including four in Rhode Island and one in Massachusetts.^ 
Today, organization of colleges and universities in southern New 
England is almost completed in the public sector with unionization of 
the community, state, and university levels a reality. In northern 
New England, such is not the case. Unionization has been rejected at 
the University of Vermont (1975-1976), but accepted at the Vermont 
Technical School and in the State Colleges. In Maine, the four voca¬ 
tional-technical schools were organized in 1976, and all of the other 
institutions have since become unionized. In New Hampshire, elections 
at the University of New Hampshire and at Plymouth State College resulted 
in a vote of "No Bargaining Agent," and an election at Keene State 
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College was decided by a vote of 62 to 60 in favor of the union. 
Thus, as Garbarino indicated, the "bulk of the experience with 
faculty unionism has been accumulated by a handful of institutions at 
which contractual relations have existed for at least one year.. . . . 
Each bargaining relationship has its own history, but some generali- 
zation can be made." At most of the organized institutions, one finds 
former teachers' colleges which have been converted to state colleges or 
former technical schools converted to university status such as South¬ 
eastern Massachusetts University which is an amalgamation of the former 
New Bedford Institute of Technology and the Bradford Durfee College of 
Technology.^7 Other schools are community colleges whose faculties are 
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often recruited from the ranks of the already organized secondary school 
realm. Despite the activity in southern New England, it is clearly in 
New York that organization has progressed the fastest and is the most 
comprehensive. 
Garbarino’s research indicated that: 
Not only are almost a third of the collective bargaining 
units to be found in New York, but the SUNY-CUNY units 
include more than half of the estimated total of individ- 
- uals covered by faculty bargaining in the U.S. as a whole. 
The major reason for concentrations in New York are the 
efficiency of the state public relations law in stimu¬ 
lating organization, the existence of two of the largest 
integrated systems of higher education, and the favorable 
climate for organization generated by the highly visible 
activity in New York City, particularly in the lower 
schools.28 
Outside of New York, New England constitutes the second largest area of 
unionized activity in higher education and thus is of interest in terms 
of its activities as a whole in collegiate unionism and with reference 
to its relationship to the national scene. 
Relationship of Private and Public Sector Unionism 
A consideration of the relationship between private and public 
sector labor relations reveals not only many similarities but also 
several distinct differences. Some of these distinctions impair the 
application of private sector labor relations theory and practice to 
the public sector. Hildebrand established four elements which distin¬ 
guished private and public sector collective bargaining. 
(1) The right to strike or lock out is usually taken 
away by law, or under pressure of public opinion, 
is relinquished by the union itself. 
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(2) Most of the services are supplied at no additional 
cost, and are financed by taxes. Thus there is no 
substantial loss of revenue during a work stoppage 
even though public opinion may be an influential 
factor at times when services are essential. 
(3) The public authority may lack the final authority 
to reach an agreement. Instead it may be required 
to gain the consent of higher levels of political 
authority and ultimately seek approval from the 
relevant lawmaking body. 
(4) Legislative bodies ordinarily want to retain as 
much jurisdiction as possible. Therefore treating 
the legislative process that governs employee rela¬ 
tions in the public service as reserved territory 
excluded from collective bargaining. Thus many of 
the traditional bargainable topics of the private 
sector are exempt by statute from negotiations in 
the public sector. 9 
For example, Gram hypothesized that private sector wage theory in 
regard to unionization can be applied to public sector community college 
faculty situations. Salaries were more homogeneous before than after 
the unionization. All tests for homogeneity within colleges, disciplines, 
degree levels, and experience levels revealed higher homogeneity before 
than after unionization. Gram concluded that public sector collective 
bargaining may not follow those patterns established in private sector 
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labor relations. 
Other reasons for differences in the private and public sectors 
related to the particular goals of the individuals involved. In the 
private sector, economic advancement has been the traditional reason 
for advancing the cause of unionization in an organization. In public 
higher education, this has not always occurred. For collegiate faculty 
members, "their primary motive is either to achieve or to maintain the 
fl 
important role of the faculty in institutional decision-making. J 
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Other differences relate to the lack of a clear distinction 
between issues and to laws which fail to specify exclusionary issues. 
Holley indicates that this is particularly true with respect to the 
scope of bargaining, the determination of appropriate bargaining units, 
and use of the merit principle. The public sector employer often has 
a more limited choice of action than does the private sector counterpart 
and thus the range of possible public employee actions and behaviors is 
more limited than in the private sector. Restrictions on the right to 
strike and the availability of fewer "trade-off" items are examples of 
32 
two such limitations for public sector employment. 
Corson compared the characteristics of the university to those of 
the business enterprise. The goals of the university were found to be 
less defined than were those of the business firm; and the university 
student appeared to exert far less impact on the decision-making process 
of the school than the customer exerts over the decisions of the enter¬ 
prise. Finally, participation in decision making is more widely diffused 
/ 
in the firm and includes more personnel than in the typical educational 
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institution. 
Other comparisons between collective bargaining in private industry 
and negotiations in public higher education suggest that many of the 
differences are more semantic than real. Both parties are desirous of 
having legal sanctions for their activities, both want written contracts, 
and both have agreements covering the use of third parties in impasse 
resolution. ^ 
A summary of the distinctions between private and public sector is 
shown in Table 2-1. 
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TABLE 2-1 
Distinctions Between Private and Public Sector 
Unionism on Particular Issues 
Issues Private Sector Public Sector 
1. Goals of Unionism Economic advancement Economic advancement 
role in decision-making 
2. Rights to strike Yes, unless modified Restricted by law or 
by contract relinquished by union 
3. Determination By parties, NLRB May be limited by 
appropriate 
bargaining 
statute 
4. Scope of Mandatory wages, Limited, many items 
bargaining hours, working exempt by statute from 
conditions. bargaining. 
Permissive as agreed Fewer trade-off items 
by parties. available for negoti- 
Many trade-off items 
available for 
negotiations. 
ations. 
5. Authority to Yes May be contingent on 
reach agreement approval from higher 
in negotiations authority 
6. Loss revenue Yes Generally no, revenue 
during stoppage financed through taxes 
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From the foregoing, differences between private and public sector 
collective bargaining may be concluded to be substantial in some areas 
but insignificant in others. Clearly, "the concepts of collective 
bargaining that are prevalent in the private sector are transferable to 
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the public sector." Differences, where they exist, generally relate 
either to the public and the private sectors themselves or to the type 
of activity or endeavor involved. 
Academic collective bargaining has undergone many transformations 
since its inception in the sixties. The increasing complexities in the 
issues and the growing sophistication in the research are manifestations 
of the trends in this direction. Support for collective bargaining has 
been growing on campuses. Increasingly, attempts are being made to 
apply the theories and practices of the private sector to the public 
sector in higher education. Public sector labor relations in general 
and academic collective bargaining, in particular, are developing their 
own theoretical bases and practices unique to existing public higher 
educational labor relations realities. 
Today the structure of collective bargaining in public higher 
education has come to reflect "closely the way the state and the admin- 
' ^ 
istration of the various institutions are related to each other." 
Beyond this, each institution appears to be developing an approach to 
collective bargaining which closely reflects its attitude toward 
academic administration in general. The effectiveness and efficiency 
with which the university or college is managed will characterize the 
labor-management interface at a given institution, and, therefore, the 
impact that collective bargaining will have on any college or university 
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campus will be enhanced or hindered by the quality of that school’s 
adminis tration. 
Business Management Versus Educational Management 
Many attempts have been made to relate management skills to 
educational administration. One such effort is Millett's study on the 
transferability of management skills from the business enterprise to 
educational management. This research examines defining organizational 
objectives, organizing work which managerial processes remain constant 
across product or process lines. While the goals and objectives of 
business relate to product, units of output, sales, and income, those 
of the educational enterprise are linked to the advancement of learning 
and socially "noble" ideas. ' His final conclusions indicate that 
when university management perceives the changed role 
forced upon it by faculty collective bargaining, then 
university management may indeed come to resemble more 
fully the authority and responsibility of business 
management. 
The belief in the transferability of the management experience 
is based on the assumption that the process of management is more 
important than the end product of the enterprise involved. However, 
% 
differences in the nature of the enterprises make this transferability 
diffcult. While business is constantly being challenged to produce 
new products and to satisfy new demands, the university is challenged 
to provide advancements to learning, even if the consumer does not 
demand that this learning be produced. While the purposes of a firm may 
not be idealistic in terms of its production, the purpose or goals of 
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the university are socially desirable, but often imprecise. 
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Further indications of the differences between the university and 
private business management have been provided by Surface, who suggests 
five areas of difference. These pertain to ownership, the chief execu¬ 
tive officer, the governance body, the time frame for commitments, and 
the measurement of results. The tenure system is viewed as inhibiting 
the authority of the chief administrative officer of the university and 
the pressures imposed by faculty, students, and alumni as inhibiting the 
ability of the chief administrator in decision-making in the realm of 
product line, the selection of key personnel, and in general growth 
strategies. Beyond this, difficulties in creating meaningful time 
frames for decisions and activities are combined with a general inability 
to delete programs. Finally, he cites the lack of meaningful measuring 
devices as further complicating the educational environment.^ 
Other areas of disparity between business and academic management 
relate to the present state of collegiate administration itself. For 
example, Bolton and Genck indicate that the impossible job requirements 
of the office of president, the lack of qualified staff support, frag¬ 
mented financial functions, and lack of long range planning objectives 
combined with insufficient depth of management make the administration 
of the academic enterprise more difficult than in the private, profit¬ 
making organization.^ 
Efforts to relate educational and business administration reveals 
a parallel in terms of managerial staff determination. While in top 
business management, selection is handled by the board of directors of 
the firm; in education, the administrator is chosen by representatives 
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of the public interest (the board of trustees). Management staff 
selection in the firm is accomplished by the chief executive officer; 
administrative staff selection is carried out by the chief administrator, 
but in collaboration with faculty and in some instances students as well. 
Thus, the selection process at all levels in the firm is augmented in 
the university and often replaced by a process which involved greater 
public input and a wider degree of information input.^ 
Educational managers presently appear to resist being labeled 
"manager." This resistance is caused by traditional conditioning and 
through the administrative selection process which has established the 
\ 
manager as an ancillary employee in the university. However, the academic 
manager is gradually beginning to understand the history and the nature 
of the bargaining experience and may begin to initiate efforts to obtain 
sources of information on the personnel practices, economic circumstances, 
and contract commitments of the institution involved and develop expertise 
in all aspects of the collective bargaining process. J 
Important considerations in examining educational versus business 
management have been raised by Mintz and others. Mintz's investigation 
of the nature of educational management reveals a lack of clarity in 
the determination of who actually comprises the management of the 
educational enterprise. The university itself helps to further blur the 
distinction between management and the employees through errors of 
commission and ommission in actual contract language. Typical would be 
the lack of clearly worded contract provisions on such issues as manage¬ 
ment rights or appropriate bargaining units.^ 
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TABLE 2-2 
Summary Comparison of Business and Academic Management 
Characteristic 
V 
Business Management Academic Management 
Selection of Chief 
Administrator 
Board of Directors Representatives of the 
public 
Selection of 
Management Staff 
Chief Administrator Chief Administrator with 
advice of faculty and 
students 
Depth of Management Yes No 
Qualified support 
staff 
Yes Generally lacking 
Composition of 
management 
Clearly delineated Often unclear 
Financial function Generally unified Often fragmented 
Meaningful time 
frames for 
de cision-making 
Yes Difficult to accomplish 
Ability to delete 
established 
Yes Difficult to accomplish 
programs 
Measurement of 
results 
Meaningful devices 
and criteria available 
Meaningful devices often 
unavailable, criteria 
unclear 
Nature of product Responsive to consumer 
demand 
May be independent of 
consumer demand 
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The success with which academic administrators are able to transfer 
and adapt management skills and practices from private industry to the 
academic realm will determine the likelihood that academic collective 
bargaining will some to resemble more closely the private labor relations 
experience. This should occur not only with respect to the terms of 
bargaining but also with regard to the entire process of collective 
negotiations and to the resulting impact on individual and institution 
alike. 
Process of Collegiate Unionism 
Impact of Bargaining on Management Staff. The New England experience 
with collegiate unionism appears to mirror the collective bargaining 
situation in academe across the country. Research to date has centered 
on the various aspects of the bargaining process and on the many types 
of contract provisions. Impact studies such as those in the private 
sector by Slichter, Healy and Livernash may indicate the nature of the 
direction which the impact of collective bargaining will have on the 
managements of colleges and universities.^ This impact may range from 
changes in the general philosophy of academic management to specific 
staffing and policy alterations. The exact nature of the changes 
/ 
experienced by any institution probably will be a function of the parties 
involved and a reflection of the character of the college or university. 
A National Education Association study of college administrators 
revealed that the number of collegiate administrators has increased from 
one every five faculty members in 1972-73 to one for every four 
faculty members in 1976-77. In 1976-1977, there were twenty-four 
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administrators for every 100 faculty members in the United States. 
Particularly interesting was the fact that "the number of administrators 
in public institutions of higher education increased from 16.5 per 
hundred faculty members in 1972-73 to 19 per hundred in 1976-77."^ 
Beyond this, the study reports that not only have faculties failed to 
grow at a comparable rate with their administrative counterparts, but 
also that when retrenchment has taken place on a collegiate campus, the 
proportion of professors laid off has been far greater than the proportion 
of administrators terminated. Today, only 64.6 percent of collegiate 
professional staffs are faculty with teaching responsibilities and the 
remainder is comprised of administrators and nonteaching personnel such 
as librarians and personnel counselors.^ 
Bouchard examined the evolving management structure in higher 
education and indicated an increasing emphasis on improving the personnel 
component of the management function. Much of this is occasioned by the 
realities of financial exigency and retrenchment in the light of declining 
enrollments and increasing operational costs. The need for comprehensive 
personnel management appears to be arising and problems of attracting 
experienced, qualified personnel management people is becoming of 
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increasing concern to educational administrators. 
Angell suggests that beyond the impact of unionism on administrative 
practices, change may occur in the nature and character of the adminis¬ 
trator’s job and in time commitments for each aspect of the administrative 
function. "The large cost of negotiations, according to presidents, is 
in terms of the time, new staff, and fragile emotional personalities."^ 
The new time commitments occasioned by the contract negotiations and by 
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the administration of the agreement represent a cost to the institution. 
This is an expense which is now paid by diverting funds to the bargaining 
process but which might be utilized elsewhere in the university.^ 
Collective bargaining also seems to have encouraged administrators 
to do more to improve and become more professional and more reflective. 
Naples reports that "the process of adapting to collective bargaining 
can actually strengthen the role of management in higher education and 
in some very important ways. "->2 Consultation may become more common¬ 
place and a more orderly and sophisticated approach to all aspects of 
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administration practice may begin to occur. Greater care may be taken 
prior to decision-making and administrators could begin to develop some 
diagnostic tools for themselves and their procedures and practices. 
Atwood concurs with Naples and further suggests that educational 
administrators might seek to avoid the "one best way" trap of management 
but instead seek to incorporate the contingency approach into the manage¬ 
ment of their institution. They may wish to pursue multiple options and 
not preclude any course of action until a final action plan has been 
decided upon."^ 
Administration Training and Development. Several studies have considered 
the effect of the increased pressures of collective bargaining on academic 
administrators. A few institutions have begun to train their staffs in 
bargaining and negotiation techniques. Some have reported increased 
involvement in training and development programs. Ferguson and Bergan 
t 
suggest that some schools would benefit from selectively transferring 
experienced private sector labor relations experts to the university 
campus. 
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Beyond the training and advanced preparation for bargaining, 
administration may also begin to engage in "the collection, storage, 
retrieval, accuracy, and relevance of data concerning the institution 
and its policies and procedures.^ This would enable administrators 
to better prepare for the ongoing bargaining experience. 
Staff Specialization. Researchers have reported the increased use of 
staff specialist in collegiate collective bargaining. Bucklew, for 
example, reported that "collective bargaining requires an administrative 
infrastructure which will result in direct and indirect personnel 
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costs." The specialists being utilized are labor relations' attorneys, 
budgetary experts, negotiation specialists, and data processing personnel. 
Kerr studied the composition of the bargaining team and concluded that 
any college or university should have the following specialists on 
staff: 
(1) A member knowledgeable about academic concerns. 
(2) One member familiar with institutional personnel 
programs and contracts with other unions. 
(3) Someone with expertise in financial and budget¬ 
ary matters. 
(4) Some individual with bargaining expertise but 
sensitive to academe. 
(5) Legal advice should be available but may or may 
not be on the bargaining team.59 
Friedman suggests that some member of the staff also might be 
knowledgeable in the realm of the institution's history and development. 
This would enable the parties to place the negotiations in the perspec- 
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tive of time and place. 
Other changes might also take place in the selection of these and 
other staff members. Some researchers assert that the university could 
begin to engage in attempts to insure the success of the new personnel. 
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This would be done through in-house training and special staff assign- 
ments. Attempts could also be made to balance staff and a more 
6 ° 
definitive form of staff organization could be developed. 
Organizational Theory and Structures. As administrative staffs are 
enlarged, they have tended to become more specialized in terms of both 
organization and function. This impacts upon the organizational struc¬ 
ture of the university itself. Bucklew indicates that the following 
are some of the changes which will be occasioned by unionism: 
(1) Closer coordination between academic affairs office, 
personnel office, and business division. 
(2) Implemention of procedures to ensure the close 
coordination of the personnel programs affecting 
all unions. 
(3) Centralization of administration of the staff’s 
benefits program for all employees. 
(4) Coordination of operational decisions made by those 
involved in the administration of the agreement. 
(5) Creation of administration-faculty committees 
as required by the contract.62 
Beyond these changes are those suggested by Mortimer’s field 
research in 1974-1975 on the implications of collective bargaining for 
administrative practice and theory. He indicates that of the higher 
educational institutions which have selected collective bargaining agents, 
sixty percent are two year or community colleges, twenty percent are 
former state teachers colleges, and ten percent are small liberal arts 
schools. Except for the large multicampus institutions such as State 
University of New York (SUNY) and the University of Hawaii, few of the 
larger research oriented schools have opted for unionization. This 
may be attributed to the values, norms, and traditions which have shaped 
the nature and the character of the faculty-administrative relationships 
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at these schools.64 Beyond this, collective bargaining may necessitate 
the "clarification of roles, more formal standards of accountability, 
the rise of technocratic administrators, the organization of middle 
management, and the overt recognition that colleges and universities 
are political systems." 
The lack of clarity in the scope of responsibility and decision¬ 
making in campus administration may be attributed to the state of know¬ 
ledge in academic management. Collegiate administration has passed 
through several theoretical stages. The first stage concerned itself 
with the personalities who were instrumental in the founding of many of 
today’s educational institutions. Early work by Veblen, for example, 
involved itself with the characterization of such early university 
builders as Presidents Eliot and Harper as "Captains of Erudition." 
In the second stage, academic administration was conceived as being a 
formal, rational, organization process. Complex studies in the sixties 
typify this stage and included Hungate’s Management in Higher Education 
and Stroup’s Bureaucracy in Higher Education. The third stage witnessed 
an expansion of academic management theory to encompass the perspectives 
of the political approach and more recently to a focus on administration 
from a political interest group viewpoint. The current approach suggests 
that the organization and its administration might be viewed as an open 
social system which includes dynamic and static components, is inter¬ 
acting with the environment, and might be best understood in terms of a 
contingency perspective. Thus an interdisciplinary perspective would 
combine with an evolutionary contingency orientation to preclude any 
unique or standardized approach to academic management in general or to 
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academic collective bargaining in particular. 
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The various studies on private and public sector unionism and on 
the differences between business management and university administration 
suggest a lack of consensus regarding the exact nature of the differences 
4 
between the respective entities. That the differences do exist is not 
challenged, but the degree to which they are significant as causative 
factors appears to be in doubt. As educational institutions gain more 
comprehensive experience with collective bargaining, they and their 
administration leaders may resemble more closely their counterparts in 
private industry. However, the unique character of the educational 
enterprise may preserve a certain uniqueness in the public higher educat¬ 
ional collective bargaining situation. Changes may occur within the 
framework of academic administrative experience. These may be shaped 
by the history and nature of the particular institution involved and 
by the relationship developed between the parties in the collective 
bargaining context. 
Governance. In addition to the impact on the administration and organi¬ 
zational structure of the university, collective bargaining may also 
affect the traditional forms of faculty governance such as the faculty 
senate. Work has been completed on changes in governance in terms of 
structural or historical impact. Some have asserted that senates could 
tend to deteriorate in competition with the collective bargaining process. 
Begin indicates that this concept stems from the notion that traditional 
forms of faculty governance are in direct conflict with present forms 
of collective bargaining.^ Others, including Finkin, have concluded 
that it is too early to predict whether this shared authority model 
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will survive the introduction of collegiate unionization. In some 
colleges and universities, a third mode has arisen and collective 
bargaining has become the mechanism for the creation of campus govern¬ 
ance systems. Carr reports that Boston State College and Southwestern 
Massachusetts University are cases in point. Unionization has provided 
the opportunity for faculties to gain a voice in academic matters. 
Even when governance systems already exist, parallel systems have been 
created through unionization and it has not been necessary for the one 
system to replace the other.^ 
One institution to have combined the traditional senate form of 
governance with the union model has been Rider College. Rider's academic 
governance is characterized by a non-adversarial collegial relationship 
between faculty and campus administrators. Ideally, Byrnes argues that 
the faculty should have primary responsibility for developing the 
standards for personnel performance and then for judgment of faculty 
members against these standards. Organizational standards are deter¬ 
mined jointly by both faculty and administrators and certain areas of 
decision are retained as management prerogatives. Rider attempted to 
contractually separate the adversary model, from the cooperative tradit¬ 
ional governance model and the tensions which have resulted indicate a 
trend toward union incursion into what was previously the traditional 
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collegial governance domain. 
Garbarino suggests that: 
. . . whatever organizational form evolves, the prospects 
of preserving the tradition of shared authority and the 
working assumption that a community of interests will be 
enhanced if administrative response to the present situation 
is more flexible, more positive, and, not the least, more 
reliable and practical. 
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In other studies, the presence of a faculty union tends to prevent 
the making of unilateral decisions in the personnel area. Moreover, 
negotiations on employment issues generally lead to bargaining on general 
7 9 
matters of educational policy.*6 
Baldridge and Kemerer also have focused on the impact of faculty 
collective bargaining on the traditional processes of academic governance 
They have observed the following: 
(1) On unionized canpuses, senates had little influence 
in the first place. 
(2) Senates have had little success in converting them¬ 
selves into collective bargaining agencies. 
(3) In the early stages, unions and senates stake out 
relatively unique territories of influence. 
(4) In the later stages, unions expand their influence 
into traditional senate areas. 
(5) A number of factors determine the threat for senates 
including the past history of the senate, legal frame 
work, leadership, and the protection of administrative 
attitudes of the faculty. 
In 1974, Baldridge and Kemerer polled a sample of college presidents 
and collegiate union leaders on the effect of collective bargaining on 
campus governacne (see Table 2-3). Their intent was to establish whether 
administrators and union leaders believed campus governance would be 
impacted favorably by the introduction of bargaining on the nation’s 
campuses. Their other concern was with verifying previous observations 
of traditional processes of academic governance. To accomplish this, 
Baldridge and Kemerer divided their respondents into unionized and non- 
unionized college presidents and collegiate union officials including 
union presidents and other types of union officials. 
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TABLE 2-3 
College Presidents and Collegiate Union Leaders’ Responses to the 
Question: "Do you Believe that Collective Bargaining will Increase the 
Effectiveness of Campus Governance?" 
Position Percentage in Agreement 
with Statement 
College President 
(nonunion institution) 
10 
College President 
(unionized institution) 
20 
College Union President 20 
Union Officials 70 
Source: J. Victor Baldridge and Frank Kemerer, "Academic Senates and 
Faculty Collective Bargaining," Journal of Higher Education, Vol. XLVII, 
No. 4, (July/August, 1976), 391. 
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Other results of this study related to the distinction between 
statewide and local campus unions and their differential impact on 
campus governance (see Table 2-4). 
TABLE 2-4 
The Differential Impact of Statewide and 
Campus Unions on Campus Governance 
Influence of Senate 
Unions 
Number 
Reporting 
Increased Percent 
About 
Same 
Decreased 
Single-Campus 
Four-year institutions 
Presidents 17 6 35 59 
Chairpersons 24 21 50 29 
Two-year institutions 
Presidents 51 16 29 55 
Chairpersons 49 45 27 28 
Total 
Presidents 68 13 31 56 
Chairpersons 73 37 34 29 
Multi-Campus 
Four-year institutions 
Presidents 41 16 42 42 
Chairpersons 32 9 44 47 
Two-year institutions 
Presidents 22 14 27 59 
Chairpersons 34 21 32 47 
Total 
Presidents 63 16 37 47 
Chairpersons 66 15 38 47 
Source: J. Victor Baldridge and Frank Kemerer, "Academic Senates and 
Faculty Collective Bargaining," Journal of Higher Education, Vol. XLII, 
No. 4, (July, August, 1976), 400. 
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With these data, they demonstrated that while the influence of a 
union on a campus is best understood from within the context of the 
particular campus experience, certain patterns do tend to emerge. On 
the one hand, Table 2-4 suggests that the opinion concerning the impact 
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of the multi-campus union on governance is generally pessimistic, with 
one-half of the respondents indicating a decrease in senate influence. 
On the other hand, single campus unions appear to decrease the influence 
of the senate more in the minds of the presidents than in the opinions 
of the union chairpersons. While a third of the respondents indicated 
no change in senate influence, about fifteen percent believed it improved 
the impact of the senate on the faculty governance system.^ 
Other sources of influence on the governance system occur beyond 
the province of the collective bargaining relationship including the 
lack of a tradition of senate influence, the centralization of campus 
decision-making, and the increased use of "dual track" bargaining. In 
the latter, an emerging trend is toward dual sources of bargaining in 
which the "senates have their greatest influence in academic areas, while 
economic matters are the province of unions. Where the lines of demarca¬ 
tion are unclear, such as in faculty working conditions or long-range 
planning, the union and senate converge on degrees of influence. 
In their work, Baldridge and Kemerer examined not only the relation¬ 
ship between the union and the senate, but also considered the changing 
nature of that relationship over time. Their work demonstrated that the 
longer the bargaining history, the more likely the union will assume 
some of the traditionally reserved senate governance functions. 
Olsen suggests that this union movement into traditional senate 
44 
jurisdictions cannot continue indefinitely because the confrontation 
occasioned by this incursion will inevitably result in a power struggle 
which will directly threaten the very basis of academic freedom and the 
collegial basis upon which present academic governance is premised.76 
The patterns that are emerging in governance do not imply the 
demise of the faculty senate, but rather suggest an array of possible 
outcomes. Begin, for example, proposed two criteria as appropriate 
measures of the effects of collective bargaining on the faculty senate 
and as a means of determining the extent of the impact and influence of 
the union. These were (1) change in the structure and (2) change in the 
decision-making authority of the senate in governance matters. His 
research presented no clear evidence of the demise of the senate and in 
fact appeared to indicate that, in some instances, including Boston 
v State College and Worcester College, the entire governance system has 
been incorporated into the bargaining agreement. Thus, unionization in 
these two instances has reinforced and not dismantled traditional senate 
. - 77 governance structures. 
The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education survey results on the 
attitudes of collegiate faculty members toward collective bargaining 
reinforced these conclusions on the relationship between unionization 
and traditional senate governance models. 
The basic choice at the present time ... is among (1) 
codetermination, (2) collective bargaining, and (3) some 
combination between the two where codetermination is 
effective in some subject-matter areas (such as the 
curriculum) and collective bargaining in others (such as 
salaries). . . And it should be clearly understood that 
faculty members cannot have it both ways—they cannot 
engage in codetermination and in collective bargaining 
on the same issues at the same time.7^ 
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Beyond this Byrnes has considered the leadership of faculty gover¬ 
nance systems and indicates the importance of the separation of the 
leadership of the faculty senate from that of the negotiating team of the 
bargaining unit. While the former should be held by a highly principled 
individual; the latter should be a pragmatic and willing-to-compromise 
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type of person. This would seem to imply that the faculty senate and 
faculty organization could, at times, become involved in competition with 
each other. Orze indicated that this would necessitate "equally strong 
support within the faculty to vie for participation in the campus’ 
decision-making process." Although this appears to be an unlikely 
occurrence, it would probably result in a victory for the union adherents. 
As Gershenfeld and Mortimer indicated, an almost certain end to the 
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faculty senate would occur at that institution. 
Further consideration of the governance function reveals that the 
concept of collegiality has emerged as a particular concern. Collegiality 
"wherein power and authority is vested in a body composed of one’s peers 
or colleagues, does not square with the traditional authority structures" 
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familiar in the industrial collective bargaining realm. Collegiality 
is important in terms of its impact on such academic groups as academic 
chairpersons, personnel committees, and others who affect the employment 
relationship. Some contend that collegiality is most important in affect¬ 
ing faculty governance structures and new collective bargaining relation- 
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ships. It also impacts upon the grievance procedure and upon the 
composition of committees such as personnel and grievance in the collegiate 
institution. The ramifications of collective bargaining for collegiality 
appear to resemble closely those for faculty governance systems. This 
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is expected because of the close ties between the two concepts. Some 
states are considering the prospective directions for enabling legisla¬ 
tion for academic collective bargaining and, in the process, are deciding 
on questions of the bargaining agent, defining the "employer" in the 
relationship, and are establishing an outside party such as State Board 
of Education as the source of authority for the state in negotiations. 
Angell noted that those states which choose this approach will markedly 
weaken the sense of on-campus collegiality for the faculty of the given 
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institution. 
Faculty governance then emerges as an aspect of this study on which 
there is a substantial body of literature. This necessarily selective 
review provides an indication of the diverse scope and extensive nature 
of the governance materials. Most of the work centers on the relationship 
between senate and union and of the impact of collective bargaining on 
traditional governance systems, especially during the introduction of 
unionization on a college or university campus. 
The manner and nature of the impact of unionization on traditional 
forms of campus governance appears to be closely related to the historical 
experience of a particular senate in decision-making on any campus, to 
the militancy of the union, and to the general expectations of the faculty 
and administration in the individual institution. While the variety of 
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forms which the union—senate relations may take is known, the actual 
outcome for any given campus can only be predicted from an examination 
of the particular institution in the context of its own realities in the 
governance realm. 
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Long-Range Planning. Beyond the impact of collective bargaining on the 
organization and governance of the university is the impact of union¬ 
ization on the time horizons of the administrators involved in the 
bargaining process. Negotiations and the arrival of a union on a colle¬ 
giate campus may force a school to begin the process of long-range plan¬ 
ning provides a systematic approach to university problems. With specific 
reference to the personnel realm, it facilitates a strategic consider¬ 
ation of manpower needs and encourages the systematization of recruit- 
OC 
ment, manpower utilization, compensation, and personnel development. 
Beyond this, long-range planning activities better enable the university 
to adapt to the changing environment. Reviewing the mission of the 
institution, determining institutional objectives, and focusing on the 
future direction of the particular college or university should enable 
the institution to operate more efficiently and effectively in a dollar 
tight educational environment, and to develop strategies and policies 
which will best enable it to provide the highest level of service at the 
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most cost effective levels. 
McLaughlin indicated that the process planning for bargaining 
should begin two to three years prior to the advent of bargaining. It 
should begin with the Chief Executive Officer and the Board of Trustees 
and then proceed to include all levels of administration within the 
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university. 
Universities also need to establish more specialized collective 
bargaining functions within the larger framework of total university 
planning. Coe suggested that they must decide the nature and type of 
bargaining relationship they want and engage in other types of planning 
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activities such as determining the role, mission, and function of the 
university itself. The school must gather information, plan the negotia¬ 
tions, and determine those issues which it wishes to present for bargain¬ 
ing. Lastly, it must determine the basic policies and procedures for the 
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negotiating process. 
For the institution which has not elected to engage in long-range 
planning activities, the "alternative to planning is simply to let orga¬ 
nizations and systems evolve, not seeking to maintain control over the 
path of evolution or over the consequences for the future of choices 
made in the present." If the premise is accepted that to plan is 
better than not to plan, then the alternative of accepting spontaneous 
behavior in an organization becomes unacceptable and planning becomes 
the desired course of action. In the personnel realm, university com¬ 
mitments to tenured faculty become a long term salary and resource 
obligation. Thus, it becomes essential to plan the usage and prevent 
the obsolescence of an institution’s human resources. Balderstrom 
predicted the increasing relative increase in the planning approach to 
university administration over the next few years. He observed that 
the growth phase of university organization is nearly over and the 
stabilization phase is about to begin, and in some institutions, retrench¬ 
ment will become a necessity. These facts combined with the financial 
realities of the times force institutions of higher education into 
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planning activities in ways not now realized. 
Planning may be one outgrowth of collective bargaining. Engaging 
in long-range planning activities could improve a university's chances 
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of succeeding in the negotiating effort and secure results in bargaining 
more favorable to the institution as a whole in terms not only of its 
personnel function, but also with regard to the operation of the insti¬ 
tution as a whole. 
The Content of Bargaining 
The results of collective bargaining are varied. Andrews, for 
example, conducted a typical content analysis on a random sample of 
forty contracts. Comparisons were made on the basis of the nature and 
scope of the agreement, and on the type of employer representation and 
employee organization or union. His conclusions followed those of 
Means and Sernas and indicated a uniformity of contract terminology and 
a similarity of included topics across a range of institutions and 
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bargaining agents surveyed. (For a summary of included topics see 
Table 2-5). 
These provisions were segmented into seven categories which 
were selected as mutually exclusive sets of elements and which appear 
to follow the pattern of major category headings found in individual 
contracts. Provisions encompassed a wide variety of items including 
many found in private and noneducation contracts throughout the country. 
No attempt was made to report every individual provision, rather the 
concern appears to be with outlining those provisions most frequently 
reported in contracts in the higher education realm. A larger sample 
of contracts might have provided a more inclusive list of contract 
provisions than reported here. 
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TABLE 2-5 
Outline of Provisions that may be included in 
Higher Education Collective Bargaining Agreements 
Provision Provision Inclusions 
Contract Management Agent recognition, bargaining unit compo¬ 
sition procedures, duration of contract, 
negotiation reopeners, consultation and 
communication, conformity to law 
General Provisions Dues check-off, strike or lockout 
provisions, bargaining agent rights 
Governance Committees, management rights, selection 
of administrators, maintenance of 
benefits 
Personnel Policies Personnel files, grievance procedures, 
faculty appointments, non-reappointment, 
dismissal retrenchment, promotion, 
tenure, faculty evaluation, overload, 
transfer policy 
Academic Provisions Class size, teaching load, faculty 
responsibilities, academic freedom 
Compensation and Benefits Salaries, extraduty benefits, insurance, 
Working Conditions 
leave, fee remission, retirement benefits 
Professional development funds, clerical 
assistance, faculty offices, travel, 
miscellany 
Source: Howard B. Means and Philip W. Sernas, A Chronicle of Higher 
Education Handbook: Faculty Collective Bargaining, (Second Edition), 
(Washington, D.C.: Editorial Projects for Educating, 1976), pp. 11-20. 
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For the purposes of this study, consideration will be given to several 
selected bargaining issues in the personnel realm. These will each be 
considered in turn. 
Tenure and Retrenchment. While governance and grievance resolution 
have received considerable attention in the literature, a 1976 Chronicle 
of Higher Education survey of issues revealed that job security has 
preempted both governance and compensation in importance to the nation's 
collegiate faculty members. With institutions facing increased finan¬ 
cial pressures, layoffs and terminations have become the order of the 
In higher education, job security involves both the concepts of 
tenure and retrenchment. Clearly, as Newburn indicated: 
the decision to grant tenure uniformly is regarded as 
probably the most important personnel decision made 
by the university and, consequently, is taken quite 
seriously in all institutions. The procedures followed 
and the qualifications considered necessary coincide 
pretty much with those for advance in rank, particularly 
to senior level . . .93 
In traditional unionism, the designation of all new appointments 
as "probationary" and the endorsement of the concept of "seniority" in 
promotions and layoffs are closely related issues. In the university, 
this is translated to mean that the union seeks to deny senior faculty 
"the right to differentiate among candidates for tenure through making 
qualitative necessarily subjective, judgments about the scholarly worth 
of their work."^ 
A study of the impact of collective bargaining on management by 
Slichter, Healy, and Livernash indicated that the contract can and will 
limit the scope of managerial discretion "by requiring that management 
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follow rules for layoffs, transfers, promotions and retirements." 
Generally these rules involved some type of seniority in their applica- 
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tion and attempt to reduce the employers power to discharge. 
Other research in the realm of "tenure" and "retrenchmant" points 
to the codification of existing policies and procedures. As unionism 
has become a reality on a given campus, administrators have begun to 
establish guidelines and to seek uniformity in the application of these 
1 
policies. Often the results of bargaining appear to challenge tradi¬ 
tional academic rights in instances of promotion and dismissal. A great 
deal of work now exists on the issue of tenure. Many professional 
groups have already established guidelines for acceptable tenure policies. 
The A.A.U.P.'s position on tenure appears to be typical. It specifies 
that: 
(1) The precise terms and conditions of employment 
should be in writing. 
(2) The probationary period should not be more than 
seven years. 
(3) During the probationary period, a teacher should 
have the academic freedom accorded other staff 
members. 
(4) Termination for cause should be considered by both 
a faculty committee and the governing board of 
the institution. 
(5) Termination for reasons of financial exigencies 
should be bona fide.^ 
The New Jersey N.E.A. asserted during its 1972 bargaining election 
that "if recuitment and selection are sound, almost all faculty members 
should qualify for tenure. 
McHugh indicates that it is untenable that seniority alone should 
govern the tenure decision, and in recognition of this, many academic 
unions have begun to concentrate on specifying the conditions under 
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which faculty members may receive tenure. Beyond this, these unions 
are also seeking to clarify and particularize rights to appeal of adverse 
tenure decisions either through the grievance-arbitration process or 
resort to the courts. These attempts at specification and clarification 
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have been met with controversy and wide-spread disagreement. 
Carr and Van Eyck have surveyed contracts for terms of tenure and 
academic freedom. They found a wide range of specifications and contract 
provisions, but they did not consider whether collective bargaining 
would have an adverse effect on either the substantive or procedural 
components of academic freedom and tenure. The contract analysis and 
recent legal decisions reveal that both concepts are "conditions of 
employment" and are, therefore, subjects for bargaining. This means that 
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alleged violations would be subject to the grievance arbitration process. 7 
Retrenchment or the "reduction in staff or services, or both, 
caused by financial exigency" is increasingly becoming a subject of 
negotiation in collective bargaining contracts.Garbarino indicates 
that most contract provisions for retrenchment provide for such reduc¬ 
tions according to the seniority of the employees. The seniority must 
be accompanied by the proviso that those remaining are able to continue 
and maintain the educational program of the particular institution.^^'*' 
Increasingly, retrenchment appears to be a mere viable option for 
many colleges and universities as they strive to meet the realities of 
declining enrollments and legislatively mandated budgetary limitations. 
The question of financial exigency is a controversial one, and can 
represent an attempt to disguise administrative efforts at eliminating 
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from the employment of an institution an individual who is a dissident 
or who may controversial for some personnel or political reason. In 
such instances, legal recourse to the court system may be mandated in 
establishing the nexus between the termination and the financial 
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exigency. 
Goodwin and Pisapia have studied specific retrenchment provisions 
in many contracts. Common provisions relate to staff reductions through 
attrition, voluntary resignation, early retirement, and elimination of 
part-time positions. Notice, where given, generally constitutes a period 
of from thirty days to one year and depends upon rank and tenure status 
at layoff. Bumping and recall tend to accompany these retrenchment 
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provisions. 
The ability of a union to control or influence the process or 
procedures involved in tenure and retrenchment impacts upon the admin¬ 
istrative operation of the college or university. Collective bargaining 
appears to codify the conditions under which both tenure may be granted 
and retrenchment accomplished. As such, these contract terms become an 
i 
important consideration for research and analysis in this study. 
Promotion. Closely allied with the concept of tenure are the processes 
and procedures for the granting of promotions within the collegiate 
institution. Newburn’s early study of faculty personnel policies examined 
promotion criteria in terms of both the written and the unwritten criteria 
for promotion. His results did show that promotion requirements are 
most often spelled out and clearly known to all; sometimes they are 
implicitly understood by the majority of the faculty; and least frequently, 
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they are neither written nor uniform. 
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Corson, in an early 1960 report, noted that promotion policies 
take one of three forms. They may be "decentralized," that is, be 
accepted, well defined and have clearly established advancement criteria 
but operational wholly within a particular unit of the institution such 
as the business school or liberal arts school; and accepted as differing 
in part or in entirely from established university policy. Promotion 
policy may also be centralized or defined entirely from a central and 
uniform policy which is operational throughout the institution. Finally, 
the promotion policy may represent an amalgamation of the two types of 
policy and be centralized in terms of certain general standards but 
unique in terms of specific provisions which relate uniquely to a given 
division or unit of the educational enterprise. 
An initial impact of unionization is the movement toward a less 
discriminatory and more objective promotion procedure. Slichter, Healy, 
and Livemash verified this result and pointed further to contract 
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limitations on management discretion in this realm. 
Garbarino and Aussieker concur with this finding and found that 
changes will occur in the character of the reviews or performance apprais¬ 
als conducted for promotion purposes. Notifications will become more 
routinized and results will become more detailed. Along with this, 
questions of access to personnel files and the content of personnel files 
will be posed. In some institutions, tenure and promotion may become 
subjects for negotiation. ^7 
The composition of promotion committee may also become negotiable. 
In some instance, Strohn demonstrates that search and review committees 
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will be named in consultation with the union leadership. Apparently 
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those institutions which will be able to adapt best to collegiate union¬ 
ization in terms of promotion policies and procedures probably will be 
those which have been able to work with administrative-faculty groups 
prior to actual unionization. Promotion will be challenged in terms of 
criteria and process and unions will press for standardization of criteria 
and elimination of confidential peer reviews. The extent to which these 
things have been accepted in New England collegiate education should be 
revealed during this study. 
Grievance Process. Collective bargaining impacts upon many aspects of 
the academic employment relationship. One particularly important area 
is that of discipline and the grievance procedure. The rights of the 
administration of an institution to discipline its employees and the 
employees' rights to fair treatment and uniform and consistant appli¬ 
cation of rules and procedures are formalized in the contract and insured 
in the grievance process. Often in educational situations the application 
of the grievance process is limited in some way. Goodwin and Pisapia 
noted that the 
. . . use of the grievance procedure is limited to 
cases where there are allegations of arbitrariness, 
discrimination, or a challenge to an individual's 
place on the retrenchment list. In many contracts 
. . . the number of faculty positions to be re¬ 
trenched is 'specifically identified' as not subject 
to the grievance procedure. ^9 
Grievance procedures in higher education have been found to closely 
resemble their industrial relations counterparts and may be formal or 
informal in procedure. Typically, they appear to follow the practice of 
\ 
informal resolution in the first step and increasingly more formal 
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through each of the three or four remaining steps. In the final step, 
arbitration or some other means of "third party" resolution is used. 
A second area of concern with regard to the grievance process is 
over the distinction between those issues which are properly handled 
through the grievance process and those which are the province of the 
faculty grievance system. Benewitz stated that "the way grievances 
of great impact are settled may be different under a procedure limited 
by the language of a collective bargaining agreement than under a 
governance procedure with wide latitude to interpret institution 
. . „110 
policy. 
Angell has examined further the question of management prerogatives 
and faculty rights. His suggestions take the form of guidelines for 
collective bargaining. Those relating to the grievance procedure are 
as follows: • 
(1) Except for those subjects which have been finalized 
at the bargaining table, all subjects including 
governance should be bargained in terms 'of procedures 
by which faculty make their voices heard and there¬ 
fore grieved in terms of procedural irregularities. 
(2) Grievance procedures must meet all^jjnditions of 
"due process" for faculty members. ' 
The appropriateness of selecting either the grievance procedure 
or the governance mechanism is often determined either directly or 
indirectly in the contract itself. Two examples will suffice here. In 
the first, the provisions of one expired University contract, Article 
VII.1, reads in part: 
A grievance is defined as any dispute or difference 
concerning the claimed violation of any provision of 
this agreement or the claimed violation of established 
University regulations and procedures regarding tenure 
or promotion. 
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In the second. Article XII.A of the Southeastern Massachusetts agreements 
states : 
A "Grievance" shall mean a complaint by a faculty 
member that there has been as to him a violation, 
misinterpretation, or inequitable application of 
any provision of this Agreement. 
Whatever the initial provisions in a contract may specify regarding 
subjects appropriate for the grievance machinery of agreement, each 
subsequent contract will generally contain one or more items added to 
subjects for grievance. In a study of this phenomenon, Andes noted 
that such areas as teaching load or materials related to faculty by-laws 
or other governance issues are often made subject to grievance, and 
thereby is created a "creeping expansion" of the union area of influ- 
ence.113 
Thus the grievance process may encompass a broad range of university 
policies or procedures or it may be confined to the contract alone. 
Whichever course is followed, the implications of the bargaining for the 
university and its faculty are substantial. Since the grievance proce¬ 
dure is the administrative process through which the administration of 
the contract is accomplished, the areas of difficulty offer insight into 
the functioning of the institution as a whole. As the grievance process 
itself is subject to bargaining, the impact of negotiations on the 
handling of this aspect of the faculty-administrative relationship should 
become more obvious during this study. 
In higher education, administrations may also find their "rights" 
as managers restricted further. Often grievance procedures limit in 
terms of either time or procedure the appeal process. For example, the 
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Rhode Island College contract provides that failure on the part of the 
administration "at any step of this procedure to communicate the decision 
on a grievance within specified time limit shall permit the aggrieved 
114 
party to proceed to the next step." Failure to follow the proper 
procedure or failure to adhere to time restrictions means the school 
loses a step or that the faculty member loses the grievance. In this 
way, the grievance process impacts upon the administration by pressuring 
it to respond more quickly and by forcing organized procedures upon it 
in the realm of employees discipline and faculty rights in personnel and 
other matters. 
In those areas where the contract enables appeal to a third party 
such as in arbitration, the grievance procedure also impacts upon the 
administration of the institution by placing the remedy for an action 
in the hands of those outside the university community. Benewitz 
reported that most often this is limited in the contract to procedural 
remedies or to "remanding back" to the proper administrator for recon¬ 
sideration, but at times substantive remedies are also specified. 
Whether arbitrators exceed their authority in making a substantive 
judgment is the subject of much controversy in the literature today. 
Whatever the result, it is clear that the grievance process has a marked 
impact upon the ability of administrators to manage their institutions. 
The exact nature and extent of this impact is determined to a large 
extent by the parties themselves and is often specified in the language 
of the contract document. 
From the research on the several subjects of bargaining reported 
here, the impact of collective bargaining on each specific contractual 
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issue will vary from contract to contract and from institution to 
institution. Even whether an issue is a mandatory or permissive subject 
of bargaining will vary widely throughout the academic community. What 
is clear is that increasingly, additional subjects will be brought by 
the parties to the bargaining table and in time, the negotiated agreement 
in public higher education will come to more closely resemble its private 
sector counterpart than it does today. The nature and extent of the 
movement in this direction is beginning to become clear and should con¬ 
tinue to be further clarified as the academic experience with collegiate 
collective bargaining is extended through time and across a greater 
number and variety of institutions. 
Summary of the Literature 
The literature in academic collective bargaining represents a 
mixture of a few empirical studies and a number of personal experiences 
with some phase of the collegiate bargaining process. Much of the work 
already done is based on a limited informational base. 
Nevertheless, certain conclusions can be drawn from the available 
sources of information. Academic collective bargaining in the realm of 
higher education is emerging as having a viable, legitimate common body 
of knowledge and as possessing a unique and identifiable set of acceptable 
practices. The early years of academic collective bargaining represented 
attempts to apply private industrial relations theory to the public 
sector and to demonstrate the transferability of management and negotia¬ 
ting skills from the business realm to the academic. Today, academic 
collective bargaining in public higher education is emerging as a subset 
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of the entire public sector labor relations arena, and becoming a rapidly 
growing subject of research and analysis. 
Higher education unionism presents a certain set of unique or 
circumstantial characteristics not seen in other areas of either educa¬ 
tional or public sector bargaining. In areas such as tenure and promotion, 
for example, the issues are the same as in other jurisdictions in the 
field of labor relations, but the historical traditions in higher educa¬ 
tion and the character of collegiate personnel relations with its concepts 
V 
of peer review and collegiality combine in higher education to make the 
administration and negotiation of these issues quite complex. Further, 
the impact of collective bargaining not only on the overall structure 
and practice of administration but also on the individual personnel 
issues varies greatly according to the institutions involved. However, 
certain general trends are beginning to emerge in these various areas in 
terms of greater professionalism and specialization in administrative 
practice, and a more clearly uniform administrative structure. Through 
\ 
the process of bargaining and with increased experience with unionization, 
the terms or content of bargaining is becoming more codified and more 
likely to be subject to modification or specification at the bargaining 
table. Finally, the trends in the nature and direction of the impact of 
collective bargaining on public higher education is gradually becoming 
more evident. This study is one attempt to further clarify this impact 
and to suggest more specifically the exact nature and character of the 
impact in relation to the administration of the collegiate institution 
in general and with respect to certain faculty personnel practices of 
these institutions in particular. 
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CHAPTER III 
PROCEDURES AND METHODS OF INVESTIGATION 
This chapter is primarily concerned with the methodology uti¬ 
lized in this study of the impact of collective bargaining on higher 
educational management in the public sector. Since the information 
available in this realm is generally based on limited survey data, 
single institution case studies, and on individual school experiences 
of relatively short duration, often less than five years in many in¬ 
stances, the selected methodology must be appropriate for the type of 
descriptive study undertaken here. The methodology selected involved 
a combination of the survey and interview approached. In this chapter, 
three aspects of the procedures and methods of investigation will be 
considered. These are: 
(1) Definitions and concepts used in the study. 
(2) Questions asked and their relationship to the study. 
(3) General information of the methodology and sample used. 
Definitions 
Several terms and concepts will be used repeatedly in this research 
and are defined below. Other terms and concepts relevant to this study 
will be found in Appendix C. To insure a common understanding of this 
study, a uniform definition of the terminology used in the research is 
critical. 
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Administration 
That body or group of individuals who are responsible 
for the operation of the institution involved. It should 
include all employees having significant responsibilities 
for formulating and administering agency policies and 
programs. It may also include all employees who have a 
substantial responsibility regularly to participate in the 
performance of all or most of the following functions: 
employment, promotion, transfer, suspension, discharge, 
or grievance adjudication.^ 
Collective Bargaining 
"A process of negotiation between union and management 
to effect changes in contracts concerning terms and condi¬ 
tions of employment. Once negotiated and set down, in 
writing, these working rules then become the collective 
bargaining agreement.Employees and employer agree to 
bargain according to the prevailing rules and legislation. 
Members of the parties participate through their represent¬ 
atives in decision-making which affects their working envi¬ 
ronment and other matters related to their interests as 
an occupational group. 
Faculty Governance 
The existing or potential governance organizations 
such as the faculty senate or council which may not be 
restricted and may not rescind provisions of the contract 
and whose organization may be included in the contract. 
The academic community has developed responsibilities 
for areas such as faculty status, curriculum, and those 
aspects of educational life which relate to the educa¬ 
tional process.^ 
Grievance 
An employee complaint; an allegation by an employee, 
union or employer that the collective bargaining agreement 
has been violated. Grievances are generally defined and 
procedures established for the appeal process. Rights of 
representation and guarantee of no reprisal are usually 
given by the employer.^ 
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Personnel Policies 
Policies and procedures relating to the employment 
of faculty members in a given educational institution. 
Entitlement to due process, access and content of 
employment records, grievance processes and procedures, 
appointment and reappointment, promotion, tenure, 
dismissal, retrenchment, evaluation, overloads, and 
transfer policies are included within the preview of 
personnel policies.6 
Research Questions 
This section includes the general questions to be posed during the 
research and which will be used to consider some of the effects of 
faculty collective bargaining on administrative functions and practices 
in public higher educational institutions. 
Since one focus of this research is on the determination of 
whether New England public higher education is typical or unique in 
terms of its collective bargaining development, the first research 
question is posed to consider this aspect of the study. The second 
companion question is designed to establish the present status of 
collegiate collective bargaining in New England. 
Question JE: How has the evolution of higher educational unionism 
progressed in the public institutions of New England? 
Question II: What is the present status of collective bargaining 
in the colleges and universities in the region? 
Many have chronicled the development of collegiate unionism across 
the nation. Vladeck and Vladeck focused on enabling legislation.^ 
Others, including Garbarino, have considered the composition of bargain- 
g 
ing units and have described individual bargaining situations. New 
England is unique in that outside of the multicampus systems of State 
University of New York (SUNY) and City University of New York (CUNY), 
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the New England region represents the highest percentage of unionized 
colleges and universities in public higher education in the nation. 
Yet, to date, there has been no delineation of the region’s collective 
bargaining experience in public higher education which has considered 
the area as an entity. 
Ladd and Lipset identified some of the factors that predisposed 
National Education Association (NEA), American Federation of Teachers 
(AFT), or American Association of University Professors (AAUP). This 
work also suggests that the duration of the experience with unionization 
9 
has a differential impact on the relationships of the parties involved. 
The results obtained here should indicate which of the processes and 
consequences of bargaining in New England are typical of the nation as 
a whole and which represent a unique adaptation to this particular 
geographic region. 
The second general focus of this research is on the introduction 
of the bargaining process in the college or university. Insight into 
the initial relationships between faculty and administration and an 
understanding of the attitudes with which the parties have entered into 
the bargaining process should be gained from this portion of the inquiry. 
Question III: What are the provisions, if any, that educational 
administrators have made for the introduction and/or 
accomodation of collective bargaining on a particular 
campus ? 
American labor history is replete with examples of management 
attempts to prevent or subvert union organization. Higher education 
appears to be no exception. Garbarino and Aussieker suggest that many 
administrators fear an erosion of power or a dimunition of authority 
74 
when collective bargaining becomes a reality on their campus. They 
expect that the traditional concepts of "management rights" will be 
replaced by the premise of "shared authority.Angell and Garbarino 
and Aussieker have chronicled the fears of diminishing authority, the 
loss of personal identity, and the reported decline in professionalism 
which has often resulted in initially negative or even hostile reactions 
to the introduction of a faculty union on a campus.^ Others, including 
Volpe and Lussier, have suggested that successful union-management 
relationships are most often preceded by a positive attitude on the part 
of administrators. They further indicate that collegiate administrators 
should take no action which would be perceived by faculty members as 
antagonistic toward themselves or their union. To do so appears to 
invite a more militant stance on the part of the employees and a more 
12 
hostile working atmosphere. 
Negative responses to the introduction of unionization on a campus 
have generally taken several forms. Vladeck and Vladeck have character¬ 
ized this opposition as those situations which have involved appealing 
cases to the National Labor Relations Board or State Labor Commissions; 
ins tances wherein management has taken an employee slow-down or strike 
rather than accept collective bargaining; and those situations which 
13 
could be classified as "refusal to bargain" types of experiences. 
Means and Sernas have cited additional instances of opposition to collect¬ 
ive bargaining which have taken the form of legislative refusal to fund 
negotiated agreements. 
The reported reactions to collective bargaining and the changes in 
procedure or practice occasioned by unionization provide a measure of the 
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approach which specific administrations have taken toward collective 
negotiations on their particular campuses. Beyond this, the answer to 
this question will shed further light on the character of the New England 
higher educational collective bargaining process. 
The third area of concern in this research is derived from the 
second. Under consideration here is the impact of collegiate collective / 
bargaining on the process of administration. The specific focus is on 
the nature of the changes which have resulted in selected phases of 
college and university management since the inception of bargaining for 
faculty on any given campus. Some of the questions posed will be 
general and others will relate to the specific nature of change in 
given administrative areas. These questions are the following: 
Question IV: Have any administrative training and development 
programs been implemented since the advent of 
bargaining? What is their nature? 
Question V_: Have any specialized functions or specialist 
personnel in the labor relations field been 
added to the administration since the incep¬ 
tion of bargaining? 
Question VI: Did the institution engage in long-range 
planning activities prior to collective 
bargaining? If so, how would these activities 
be classified? Has collective bargaining 
influenced the long-range planning process? 
How could this influence be characterized? 
Question VII: In what ways has collective bargaining changed 
the administration and the administrative 
practices of colleges and universities in the 
public sector? 
This research suggests that collective bargaining may bring about 
change in several aspects of academic administration. These changes are 
postulated to increase in type and intensity through time or experience 
76 
with the collective bargaining process. Tenboer appears to be one of 
the few writers who has argued that unionization will have little effect 
on educational management.^ Bucklew as well as Slichter, Healy, and 
Livernash point to the advent of management development programs; the 
general improvement of institutional communications; and the development 
of specialized administrative functions which occur as a direct result 
16 
of unionization and the negotiation process. Angell demonstrated that 
change should also result in the nature and character of the administra¬ 
tor’s job. Several researchers including Naples, Millett, and Bucklew, 
also have reported closer coordination between the various administrative 
functions; and a tendency for the operation of collegiate institutions 
to more closely resemble the management of private sector industrial 
18 
f irms. 
The fourth area of concern, a major consideration within the scope 
of this study, is the impact of collective bargaining on the governance 
of the college or university. The purpose of this particular portion of 
the research is to discern the overall impact of collective bargaining 
on the process of academic governance. This portion will focus on three 
specific areas. The first is whether traditional forms of academic 
governance such as the faculty "senate" will be replaced by or come to 
co-exist with the collective bargaining mechanism. The second particular 
concentration is on changes which may occur in the committee structure 
and the functioning of the faculty committee process. The final focus 
of this portion of the study involves the concept of "collegiality." 
Peer involvement in academic decision-making has long been an integral 
component of most university personnel programs. Of particular 
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interest here is the impact of collective bargaining on collegiality 
and the collegiality concept. The specific research questions to be 
posed in this phase of the research are as follows: 
Question VIII 
Question IX: 
How has the role of the faculty senate changed 
since the advent of bargaining? How can this 
change be characterized? 
How can the relationship between the faculty 
governance structure and the union organization 
be characterized? 
Question X: 
Question XI: 
Has the committee structure or jurisdiction 
changed since the advent of collective bargaining 
by faculty? What is the nature of this change? 
What is the character of the impact of collective 
bargaining on faculty collegiality? 
A substantial portion of the academic collective bargaining 
literature has been devoted to the questions posed in this portion of 
the research. While some, including Finkin, argue that it is still too 
early to discern any change in the governance function, others including 
McConnell, Byrnes, and Orze suggest that a wide variety of changes have 
19 
occurred and that certain trends are beginning to emerge. McConnell’s 
research which is typical of these governance studies, concluded that 
collective bargaining will bring about a reordering of power and power 
20 
relationship within the faculty. 
Peer involvement in academic decision-making has been closely tied 
to campus governance and whatever changes have taken place in the one 
21 
will also occur in the other. Angell and others have indicated that 
because the concept of collegiality is vital to the life of the academic 
institution, changes in governance that are occasioned by the introduc¬ 
tion of a parallel system of union organization will tend to weaken 
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collegiality in a decided way. Tice concurs and indicates further 
that because the concept of collegiality is so clearly contrary to the 
authority structures so pervasive in private industry, the introduction 
of campus collective bargaining will place the concept of collegiality 
23 
in serious jeopardy. 
The final area of concern in this study relates to the results or 
consequences of bargaining. This general question is addressed to the 
outward manifestations of bargaining as revealed in the content of the 
negotiations process. Although the areas of potential impact are many, 
the focus will be on only a few key result areas. The specific questions 
posed here will provide an indication of the totality of interest for 
the research in this area. 
Question XII: What job security provisions including but not 
limited to the implementation of a grievance 
procedure have been instituted since collective 
bargaining? 
Question XIII; Has retrenchment become a bargainable issue? 
Question XIV: Have the provisions or standards for hiring, 
promotion or tenure changed since the advent 
of collective negotiations? How can these 
changes be characterized? 
Zeller is among those who have studied the content of negotiations 
and indicates that all of the above questions should be dealt with 
24 
during the collective bargaining process. Chapter II of this research 
provided a review of many of these result areas. Coe and Zeller suggest 
that the specificity of an agreement's provisions in the results area 
will furnish an indication of the nature of the intention of the parties 
involved and a means of evaluating the direction and intensity of the 
25 
collective bargaining relationship. 
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Methodology 
Research Design 
A two-phased descriptive research design was employed in this 
study. The selection of this design, rather than a more formalized 
approach was dictated by the current state of the art in public sector 
higher educational labor relations. The research conducted to date, as 
cited in the review of the literature has been confined in large measure 
to attitude surveys and case histories. There appears to be no cur¬ 
rently accepted methodology for research in this emerging field. More¬ 
over, while consensus on the general direction has been achieved, there 
is a lack of agreement on the exact impact the faculty unionization 
movement will have on the collegiate scene. It was necessary to conduct 
a research study which will further the development of the state of the 
art and will suggest new relationships, rather than to attempt the con¬ 
clusive testing of hypotheses. 
Within this context, a survey study approach was chosen for Phase 
I. This involved an analysis of those organizations currently partic¬ 
ipating in public higher education faculty collective bargaining. 
Emphasis is placed on understanding collegiate unionism as a whole and 
on discerning the impact of faculty bargaining on certain management 
functions and practices in particular. 
A questionnaire which posed a combination of semi-structured and 
structured questions was utilized. The structured questions permitted 
a focused consideration of certain designed areas of concern, while the 
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semi-structured questions allow the "validating of statements already- 
made, and the probing, clarifying, and developing of interesting new 
lines of inquiry. ZD The semi-structured questions should suggest 
responses which fall within the scope of this research study but were 
not explicitly anticipated.^ The questionnaires gathered descriptive 
data on the sample schools (see Appendix D) and are summarized in the 
final chapters of this paper. 
The other phase of the research design was a structured interview 
with nine selected respondents from the survey sample. These interviews 
provided an attempt to gather insight into individual responses on the 
survey instrument. Questions were also posed to check the reliability 
and validity of the survey instrument. 
This methodology permits the gathering of evidence concerning the 
questions posed in an earlier portion of this chapter. The descriptive 
character of this research precludes the formulation of hypotheses or 
the testing there may be after the study. The main objective of this 
research remains the gathering of ideas concerning the relationships, 
practices, and impacts of collective bargaining on the administration 
of higher educational institutions. It could lead to the development 
of hypotheses which could be tested in subsequent research. 
Sample Design-Survey Instrument 
Although the primary focus of this study is on public higher 
educational faculty collective bargaining in New England, the small 
sample size presented by this data base has been augmented to include a 
larger, more comprehensive sample. Accordingly, all 367 of the nation’s 
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organized collegiate institutions in the public sector were surveyed. 
These schools are classified as follows: state colleges and universities 
(130) and two-year schools (237). The New England area received empha¬ 
sis because the predominant focus of the literature has been on the 
large, multicampus units such as those in New York, Hawaii, and 
Pennsylvania. The New England region represents an area of activity in 
collegiate unionism and it has largely been neglected in previous 
research. This region’s schools constitute a sizable portion of the 
nation’s organized institutions of higher learning. Further, New England 
has not been isolated or studied on a comparative basis prior to this 
time. 
This sample was selected to achieve the broadest coverage of the 
collegiate experience in the public sector. As none of the private 
schools were included in the survey, generalizability to the private 
sector is clearly limited by this sample choice. 
A pretest involving interviews on three campuses, each representing 
a different type of school (university, state college, two-year school) 
was conducted prior to the administration of the survey questionnaire. 
These interviews were conducted from March 17 to March 30, 1978. The 
pretest assisted the researcher in the area of design by narrowing the 
areas of consideration and by suggesting potential areas of particular 
investigative interest. 
Survey Instrument - Administration 
The survey instrument was mailed to each of the chief administrators 
and union representatives on each of the campuses or units represented 
in the sample. The mailing list for the survey was obtained from the 
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Chronicle of Higher Education’s. List of unionized institutions of higher 
education and was cross referenced for accuracy with lists obtained from 
the professional association: The National Education Association, The 
American Association of University Professors and The American Federation 
of Teachers. 
The initial mailing was sent out on April 21, 1978 and was followed 
up at two week intervals with two additional mailings. This procedure 
was structured to allow receipt of the survey, completion, and return to 
the researcher. When all mailings failed to elicit a response, a follow¬ 
up telephone call was made to the individual subject in question. 
Interview Design 
In line with the aims of the study, interviews were conducted on 
the campuses of nine schools in the New Engalnd area. The interviews 
were conducted from March 17, 1978 to April 15, 1978. These interviews, 
it was anticipated, should provide a reliability and validity measure 
of the instrument and should also provide contrasting perspectives on 
the collegiate bargaining process as well as further data for the study's 
anaylsis. The campuses selected for the interviews were chosen on the 
basis of type of institution and length of time organized. These were 
utilized for inspection purposes and as a confirmation of certain of 
the questionnaire items. 
Data Analysis 
After all of the survey data were collected, the data analysis was 
undertaken. Data from the questionnaires were coded and the information 
punched on cards. Sorting and tabulation operations were conducted using 
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the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) programs and 
the facilities at the University of Maine Computing Center in Orono, 
Maine. Frequently tabulations were utilized on much of the data and 
cross-tabulations and break-down tables were prepared for comparison of 
the significant dependent variables with several independent variables. 
These operations were performed on the entire data base and on the New 
England subset of the data base as well. Comparisons between the two 
data bases were made where appropriate. 
In the examination and use of tables, no elaborate statistical 
manipulation was attempted. It was felt that the nature of the inform¬ 
ation called for the calculation of frequency distributions and of pro¬ 
portions. The cross-tabulations and breakdowns established associations 
between variables. No attempt was made to ascertain functional relation¬ 
ships. However, some sense of causation was sought of some of the pat¬ 
terns of causation through the analysis of data from several cross¬ 
tabulations and data breakdowns after each of these had been examined 
on an individual basis. The grouping of finds is analytical not statis¬ 
tical. Inferences drawn from the tables and the questions posed in the 
research are presented in the following chapters. 
Conclusion 
The method adopted was designed to provide as broad a descriptive 
base as possible. Hence the entire population of public sector higher 
educational units was surveyed. The combined use of the on-site inter¬ 
view and the survey instrument were intended to improve accuracy to the 
results over the singular methodology use of either individual. 
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Several interviews were conducted as a means of pretesting the survey 
instrument. This procedure hopefully provided an opportunity to elicit 
information which might not otherwise be disclosed especially where this 
information was of a proprietary nature. 
The data analysis was performed with the intention of providing 
results which would be in keeping with the descriptive nature of the 
research problem. The researcher proceeded with the intention of pro¬ 
viding as meaningful a description of the New England public sector 
higher educational labor relations scene as possible and of relating this 
to the general United States experience in this particular area of 
consideration. 
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CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS OF THE RESEARCH: EVALUATION AND STATUS OF 
COLLECTIVE BARGAINING IN NEW ENGLAND 
The purpose of this chapter is to present a description and 
analysis of the data gathered on the evaluation and status of collective 
bargaining in New England. The results will be organized according to 
the pertinent research questions posed in Chapter III. 
Survey Response 
Survey questionnaires were sent to the Presidents and heads of 
collective bargaining units at each of the unionized institutions of 
public higher education in the United States. The initial mailing con¬ 
sisted of 367 questionnaires to college presidents and 197 union heads 
of faculty collective bargaining units. The latter is a smaller number 
because many collective bargaining units in the United States currently 
encompass more than one campus (26) while the remainder are single campus 
units (170). An initial attempt had been made during the preliminary 
survey interview to question each on-campus representative for the unions, 
but referrals to the unit bargaining representative dictated the course 
of action adopted here. 
The initial mailing was conducted on April 21, 1978 and two follow¬ 
up mailings were sent at two week intervals. Where no results were 
obtained, telephone calls were utilized to attempt to elicit a response. 
Table 4-1 indicates the response rate as tabulated according to 
mailings. 
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TABLE 4-1 
Percentage Response Rate by Type of Contact of Respondents by 
Years Organized: A Survey of Unionized Public Higher Education 
Institutions in the United States, May 1978. 
Type 
Contact 0-2 Years 
Years Organized 
3-6 Years 7-15 Years % 
First Mailing 30.4 48.1 21.5 100.0 
Second Mailing 29.9 47.7 22.4 100.0 
Third Mailing 30.1 48.9 21.0 100.0 
Follow-up 
Telephone 29.3 47.8 22.9 100.0 
The data shown in Table 4-1 and the results of Table 4-2 to follow 
suggest that those organized the longest, or more than seven years, 
may have been reluctant to respond because of previous contacts from 
other survey researchers. The response rate for those more recently 
organized may reflect either a reluctance to divulge information or an 
inability to accurately characterize unionization from so little experi¬ 
ence with it. 
A Chi-Square analysis of the response rate by years organized was 
performed. At the .95 percent level of confidence with six degrees 
of freedom, the Chi-Square value is 1.635. The computed Chi-Square was 
.1685. From this, it was concluded that there was no significant 
difference in the data as a result of the use of different mailings and 
telephone contact. This was expected because the contacts were all 
concluded within a period of less than two months. 
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Of the 367 questionnaires sent to college presidents, a number 
were returned either unanswered or partially completed but were accom¬ 
panied by a letter of explanation. The reasons cited for these returns 
were categorized and are summarized in Table 4-2. 
Thus, of the total 367 questionnaires, 119 were returned but were 
unusable for data analysis purposes. Of the 248 remaining questionnaires 
sent to college presidents, 93 were completed and returned for a usable 
response rate of 25.34 percent. 
Of the 197 questionnaires sent to union leaders, 62 were returned 
and completed enough for inclusion in the data analysis. Of the remain¬ 
ing 135 questionnaires, 49 were returned either unanswered or too in¬ 
complete for inclusion in the analysis. Of the 49 returned but usable 
questionnaires, 41 were accompanied with letters or notes of explanation. 
These were categorized as follows: not enough experience with collective 
bargaining (17) , first contract still in negotiation stage (11), 
questionnaire does not apply (5), not familiar enough with school to 
answer (3), lacked resources to complete (3), and can not answer (2). 
Thus, of the original 197 questionnaires sent to union leaders, 49 were 
unusable, and 62 were included in the data analysis for a usable response 
t 
rate of 31.47 percent. The average response rate for all questionnaires 
from management and the union was 28.40 percent. 
Respondents are also classifiable by geographical region (see 
Table 4-3). 
91 
TABLE 4-2 
Reasons Cited by Respondents for Partial or Uncompleted Returned 
Survey Questionnaires in a Survey of Unionized Public Higher 
Education Institutions in the United States, May 1978. 
Reason Cited Frequency of 
Response /o 
Still in first contract negotiations 27 22.7 
School had merged, part of a branch 
or campus 16 13.5 
Recognition stage, bargaining 
negotiations for first contract 
not yet begun 14 11.8 
Less than one year’s experience with 
collective bargaining; not able to 
respond 13 11.0 
Questionnaire items did not apply 11 9.3 
Referred to system level 11 9.3 
Lacked resources/staff to complete 
before fall 7 5.9 
School no longer in existence 7 5.9 
No longer participated in survey 
questionnaires 6 5.1 
Questionnaire did not make sense 1 .4 
Total 119 100% 
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TABLE 4-3 
Geographic Distribution of Respondents in a Survey of Unionized 
Public Higher Education Institutions in the United States, May 1978. 
Geographic 
Region 
Management Union 
Frequency of 
Response % 
Frequency of 
Response % 
New England 18 19.35 13 .96 
Middle Atlantic 
/New York 26 27.95 16 25.80 
South 5 5.38 2 3.24 
Midwest 31 33.33 21 33.86 
Rocky Mountains 2 2.17 2 3.24 
West Coast/Hawaii 11 11.83 8 12.90 
Total 93 100.00 62 100.00 
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In regions other than New England, responses for both management 
and union respondents were greatest from the Midwest and the Mid-Atlantic/ 
New York region. This appears to reflect the unionized nature of these 
two geographic regions and the interest in collective bargaining as it 
relates to higher education. 
Reasons for Nonresponse 
Several reasons for nonresponse have already been suggested by the 
notes or letters of explanation summarized in the preceeding section. 
Other explanations include the length of the questionnaire, the time of 
mailing, at the end of the academic year for some schools, the desire 
to withhold proprietary information, and loss of questionnaires. In 
some instances, the labor relations function is a new one or is under 
contract to an outside consulting firm and those responsible for collect¬ 
ive bargaining have neither the background, expertise, or the authority 
to complete the questionnaires. Other schools where the response rate 
was extremely low including the State University of New York (SUNY) and 
City University of New York (CUNY) systems indicated during telephone 
contact that they no longer answered questionnaires unless they were of 
immediate personal interest or that they simply lacked the time or 
inclination to complete such questionnaires. The other area of low 
response was the small, rural community college. Lack of staff, re¬ 
sources, or availability of information may also be factors in the 
nonresponse rate as well. 
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Results of Research Questions 
In this section, each of the research questions posed in Chapter 
III will be answered in turn. For each question posed, the data will 
be presented and followed by a consideration of the significance of the 
particular results obtained. 
Question I: How has the evolution of higher educational unionism 
progressed in the public institutions in New England? 
Several indications of the evolution of New England collegiate 
unionism were presented in the review of the literature and included a 
discussion of enabling legislation and the reasons for the general rise 
of academic unionism throughout the country. Other indications were 
represented on the survey questionnaire in terms of questions on type 
of institution, date of official recognition, and date of initial 
agreement. 
Type of Institution. Thirty-one New England institutions responded to 
the survey. They were classified according to type of institution: 
university, state college, and community college (see Table 4-4). 
Respondents were also classified according to position with separate 
categories for management and union responses. Within both the regional 
sample and the nation as a whole, it was anticipated that community 
colleges would constitute the largest percentage of respondents, state 
colleges would be the next most frequent and that universities would 
account for the smallest response group. 
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TABLE 4-4 
Distribution of Respondents by Type of Institution: In a Survey of 
Unionized Public Higher Education Institutions in the United States, 
May 1978.* 
New England United States 
Category Management Union Management Union 
University 3 2 12 8 
(16.7) (15.38) (12.9) (12.9) 
State College 6 2 13 7 
(33.50) (15.38) (14.0) (11.3) 
Community and 9 9 68 47 
Two-Year (50.0) (69.24) (73.1) (75.8) 
18 13 93 62 
Total (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) 
* 
Actual Data are shown in numerical format and percents are shown in 
parenthesis. 
The distribution of responding schools in New England represents 
25 percent of the universities, 40 percent of the state colleges and 15.6 
percent of the two-year and community colleges. Within the New England 
region, the census constitutes 49.2 percent of the total unionized 
population in the public sector including 93.3 percent of the organized 
universities, 42.1 percent of the organized state colleges and 47.4 
percent of the unionized community or two-year colleges. The high per¬ 
centage of response by the New England schools represents one indication 
of the interest in collegiate unionism in the region. 
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Date of Official Recognition. One measure of the evolution of New 
England collegiate unionism is also found in the data on date of 
official recognition of unions on campus. Table 4-5 depicts the 
frequencies of recognition dates in two-year intervals. 
TABLE 4-5 
Date of Official Recognition of New England Institutions As Compared 
to the National Survey Sample: as Reported by Collegiate Administrators 
and Union Officials in a Survey of Unionized Public Higher Education 
Institutions in the United States, May 1978.* 
Date of Recognitior 
New England United States 1 ...... 
Management Union Management Union 
1964-66 4 5 
(4.3) (8.0) 
1967-68 9 9 
(9.7) (14.5) 
1969-70 2 14 9 
(li.D (15.0) (14.5) 
1971-72 2 2 19 11 
(ii.i) (15.4) (20.4) (17.7) 
1973-74 1 4 14 14 
(5.7) (30.8) (15.0) (22.6) 
1975-76 10 4 19 11 
(55.5) (30.8) (20.4) (17.7) 
1977-78 3 2 3 2 
(16.6) (15.4) (3.4) (3.2) 
Nonresponse 1 11 1 
(7.6) (11.8) (1.8) 
Total 
18 
(100.0) 
13 
(100.0) 
93 
(100.0) 
62 
(100.0) 
Actual data shown in numerical format and % are shown in parenthesis. 
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While the New England respondents were later in beginning to 
organize than the respondents in the national sample, the relative 
frequencies suggest that they have organized more rapidly. By 1977-78 
cumulative frequencies indicated that the New England institutions had 
a greater cumulative percentage of schools organized for the cumulative 
percentage of organized schools in the nation as a whole. Part of this 
result may be attributed, however, to the shorter period of organization 
for schools in the region and part to the centralization of many of the 
bargaining units in New England in general and to those in Connecticut, 
Massachusetts, Vermont, and Maine, in particular. 
Date of Initial Agreement. The evolution of New England’s collegiate 
collective bargaining is also reflected in the date of signing of the 
initial collective bargaining agreement, and a comparison of the differ¬ 
ences between the date of official recognition and the date of signature 
of the first agreement. Each of these will be considered in turn. 
Table 4-6 provides an indication of the nature of the signing of 
initial agreements by both the regional and United States samples. 
The sample is broken down into management and union leader response 
subgroups for the purposes of comparison and analysis. The table also 
provides a visual indication of the progress of unionization on the 
collegiate scene. A larger sample might have increased the number of 
responses within the 1970-1978 span of year and thereby reduced the 
percentage of importance of the "no response" category of respondents. 
Historical data suggest that few responses would have been added to 
the frequencies prior to 1970. 
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TABLE 4-6 
Date of Initial Agreement Signed by New England and Nationwide Respond¬ 
ents: in a Survey of Unionized Public Higher Education Institutions in 
the United States, May 1978.* 
Date of Initial 
Agreement 
New England United States 
Management Union Management Union 
1964-66 3 
(4.7) 
1967-68 8 
(8.6) 
12 
(19.4) 
1969-70 i 
(5.5) 
14 
(15.1) 
6 
(9.7) 
1971-72 2 
(11.3) 
2 
(15.4) 
16 
(17.2) 
12 
(19.4) 
1973-74 1 
(5.5) 
5 
(38.5) 
14 
(15.1) 
13 
(20.9) 
1975-76 8 
(15.4) 
2 
(19.4) 
18 
(19.4) 
6 
(9.7) 
1977-78 5 
(27.8) 
4 
(30.7) 
7 
(7.4) 
6 
(9.7) 
No response 1 
(5.5) 
16 
(17.2) 
4 
(6.5) 
Total 
18 
(100.0) 
13 
(100.0) 
93 
(100.0) 
62 
(100.0) 
^Actual data shown in numerical format and % are shown in parenthesis. 
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The New England schools appear to have had greater initial success 
in reaching initial agreements than did the respondents in the national 
sample. However, much of the difference may be explained by the late¬ 
ness of this local region’s entrance into collective bargaining relation¬ 
ships. Those schools which began the collective bargaining process the 
earliest had to surmount a greater number of political and experimental 
obstacles than their later starting counterparts. The more recent 
negotiations benefit from the previous experience and expertise of their 
predecessors. From the frequencies, New England institutions have a 
greater percentage of their number signing initial agreements in the 
last few years. While this may be attributed to the region's delayed 
entrance into collegiate collective bargaining it may also reflect the 
unionized character of the New England area as a whole. The national 
sample reveals a peaking in the signing of initial agreements in the 
1971-76 years while a similar peaking in the New England region occurred 
in 1975-78. Data from the 1978-79 period might reveal an even later 
peak period for this region. 
From analyzing the data a further decline may yet be experienced 
in the nation as a whole. 
Relationship between Date of Union Recognition and Ratification of the 
Initial Bargain Agreement. The next measure in the evolution of the 
New England public higher education unionization considered is the 
relationship between the date of union recognition and the ratification 
of the initial collective bargaining agreement. The mean date of official 
recognition in New England was 1972 while the mean date for signing the 
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initial agreement was late 1974. For the national sample, the mean 
date for official recognition was 1970 and the mean date of the ratifi¬ 
cation of the initial agreement was 1971. For the region there was, 
on the average, a two-year period between official union recognition 
and the signing of the initial agreement but for the national sample 
this time span was only one year. New England schools appear to be 
taking longer to secure the first contract than their national counter¬ 
parts. Beyond this, the median date or the year by which half of the 
cases had occurred ranged from 1975 for New England sample for both 
date of official recognition (1975.0 and date of initial agreement 
signing 1975.6) to a mid-1971 median date (1971.7.) date for official 
recognition for the national sample and an early 1972 date (1972.0) 
for the median year for signature of the initial agreement. An appro¬ 
priate half-year period between recognition and signature occurred in 
both the region and the national sample. The differences in the 1971 
and 1975 median dates probably can be attributed to the differing years 
of enactment of enabling legislation and to the resulting differences 
in actual campus organization. This, in turn, appears to be a function 
of the willingness of the several legislatures to pass such enabling 
legislation. Another cause may be attributable to the degree of central¬ 
ization in bargaining unit composition. In regions such as New England 
where high degree of mult-unit, centralization bargaining exists, the 
time required to organize and achieve recognition would be longer than 
in those regions such as the mid-west and north-west where single campus 
bargaining units predominate. 
101 
The data indicate that the New England region is following the 
nation as a whole in terms of the nature and direction of its public 
collegiate collective bargaining. Those differences which do exist 
appear to be those which may be attributable to the character of the 
labor relations climate of the region itself. 
Question II: What is the present status of collective bargaining of 
the colleges and universities of the region? 
Some of the indications of the present status of New England 
public collegiate bargaining have been outlined in response to Question I 
above and included consideration of organization by type of institution, 
date of recognition and date of initial agreement. Other indications 
of the extent conditions in bargaining in the region are found in an 
examination of the types of bargaining agents, durations of initial 
agreements, changes in the time spent on faculty grievances, and on 
grievances taken to arbitration. 
Types of Bargaining Agents. The agents representing colleges and 
universities in New England are the American Federation of Teachers 
(AFT), the American Association of University Professors (AAUP), the 
National Education Association (NEA), independents and other agents. 
The latter represent the Connecticut Community Colleges (see Table 4-7). 
Responses are further divided into union and management subgroups. 
Totals as well as relative frequencies are provided for each of the 
organizations to provide a clearer indication of the relative member¬ 
ship strength of the various union groups representing collegiate 
faculties as of this research. 
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TABLE 4-7 
Representation of Sample New England Schools according to the type of 
Bargaining Agent in a Survey of Unionized Public Higher Institutions in 
the United States, May 1, 1978. 
Type of 
Agent 
Management 
Respondents 
Union 
Respondents Total 
Relative 
Frequency % 
AFT 6 1 7 22.6 
AAUP 2 2 4 12.9 
NEA 12 4 16 51.6 
Others (independent) 3 1 4 12.9 
Total 23 8 31 100% 
The National Education Association (NEA) represents more than half of 
the sample (58.1%) account for prepondence of National Education Associ¬ 
ation (NEA) units in the area. This may be accounted for by the 
National Education Association (NEA) emphasis on organization of the 
two-year schools. On the national level, the distribution of sample 
respondents by bargaining unit are as follows: American Federation of 
Teachers (AFT) (23.9%), American Association of University Professors 
(AAUP) (6.5%), National Education Association, (NEA) (43.2%) g.nd others, 
including independents (26.4%). In terms of all organized schools across 
the country the actual percentage of representation by agent is: 
AFT (38.1%), AAUP (9.3%), NEA (40.0%), and others, including independents 
(12.6%). Both the New England and national samples are under represented in 
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terms of American Federation of Teachers (AFT) agent representation and 
overrated with respect to National Education Association (NEA). The 
New England sample is about the national average in terms of American 
Association of University Professors (AAUP) membership. Thus, the New 
England sample is more typical of the national respondents than to the 
actual distribution of types of bargaining agents. In terms of rank 
order, the National Education Association (NEA) currently represents 
the greatest number of bargaining units followed closely by the American 
Federation of Teachers (AFT) and distantly by the American Association 
of University Professors (AAUP) and the Independents. 
With the New England region, a cross-tabulation of type of insti¬ 
tution by bargaining agent provides added insight into the character of 
New England collegiate bargaining (see Table 4-8). 
TABLE 4-8 
Cross-tabulation of the Type of Institution by Bargaining Agent in the 
New England Region: in a Survey of Unionized Public Higher Education 
Institutions in the United States, May 1. 1978.* 
Type of Count Row Bargaining Agent Row 
Institution % AFT AAUP NEA Other Total 
University 1 
(20.0) 
3 
(60.0) 
1 
(20.0) 
5 
(16.1) 
10 
State College 4 
(50.0) 
i 
(12.5) 
2 
(25.0) 
i 
(12.5) 
8 
(25.8) 
16 
Community 
College 
2 
(11.1) (0.0) 
12 
(72.2) 
3 
(16.7) 
18 
(58.1) 
35 
Column Total 7 
(22.6) 
4 
(12.9) 
16 
(51.6) 
4 
(12.9) 
31 
(100.0) 
Actual data are shown numerical format and percents are shown in 
parentheses ( ). 
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The table suggests that the American Association of University Professors 
(AAUP) is strongest on the university campuses, the American Federation 
of Teachers (AFT) is the most active on the state college level and that 
the National Education Association (NEA) has made the greatest inroads 
on the community college level. These breakdowns are consistent with 
the presentation and bargaining histories of the respective teacher 
organizations. The American Association of University Professors (AAUP) 
has long been involved with issues of college and university interest, 
while the other two groups gained their initial support in primary and 
secondary level educational institutions and have moved onto college 
campuses in an extension of their organizing efforts. Therefore, it 
was expected that the National Education Association (NEA) and American 
Federation of Teachers (AFT) would be strongest on the community and 
state college campuses and the data supports this position. The status 
of New England units appears to be typical of other parts of the nation 
with regard to the measure of representation according to type of 
bargaining unit. 
Duration of Initial Agreements. An indication of the maturity in the 
collective bargaining process is found in the duration of the collective 
bargaining contract (see Table 4-9). First contracts are generally one 
to two years in length but subsequent contracts often increase in 
duration and may range from eighteen months to two-years or more. The 
majority of non-first-year contracts are two-year agreements. 
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TABLE 4-9 
Duration of Initial 
Survey of Unionized 
United States, May 
Agreements by 
Public Higher 
1978.* 
Type of Survey Respondents: 
Education Institution as in 
in a 
the 
Duration of New England United States 
Agreement Management Union Management Union 
One year 8 10 50 34 
(44.4) (76.9) (53.7) (54.8) 
One-and-one-half 1 
years (11.1) 
Two years 7 3 25 18 
(38.9) (23.1) (26.9) (29.0) 
More than 3 15 9 
Two years (16.7) (16.1) (1.6) 
No response 2 1 
(2.2) (1.6) 
Total 18 13 93 62 
(100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) 
Actual data shown in numerical format and % are shown in parentheses ( ). 
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Table 4-9 provides a further indication of the maturity level of 
collective bargaining in the New England region. The higher percentage 
of one year agreements and lower percentage of contracts in excess of 
•two years in comparsion to the national sample appears to be consistent 
with the more recent introduction of academic collective bargaining in 
this portion of the country. The data suggest that New England is 
following the national trends in duration of agreements. Consideration 
of the duration of the agreement by type of institutions indicates that 
in New England one year contracts predominate on university campuses 
(60%) and in community colleges (72.2%) while two-year contracts occur 
more often on the state college level (62.5%). These results reflect 
the newly organized character of the respondents on the university level. 
The state colleges in the sample had been organized longer while many of 
the community colleges had been organized and then reorganized on a 
system-wide level. The number of respondents opting for two-year initial 
agreements may be indicative of several different factors. The parties 
may be satisfied that most negotiated items were included in the first 
contract; management may have been able to exercise greater leverage in 
the negotiations process and thus gain a longer guarantee of contract 
terms; or the parties may have determined that the initial agreement 
should be of a longer duration to provide a longer period of initial 
adjustment to the collective bargaining process. Interviews with college 
administrators suggest that all of the above are valid causative factors 
for extending the initial agreements beyond the typical one-year time. 
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Time Spent on Faculty Grievances. Another measure of the status of 
collegiate collective bargaining is reflected in the increased attention 
paid to processing grievances. In the early years of collective bargain¬ 
ing relationships, a large number of grievances probably would be pro¬ 
cessed and therefore an increased amount of time would be devoted to the 
handling or processing of grievances. After a period of time, initial 
grievances should have been resolved, and a more stable level of griev¬ 
ances should become evident. 
The data appears to support this expectation. Of the New England 
respondents, 64.5 percent indicated an increased amount of time spent 
on grievances as compared to 16.1 percent of respondents who indicated 
no change. Of the remaining respondents, 16.1 percent were unable to 
determine the nature of change and 3.2 percent did not respond. In terms 
of the actual quantity of this time increase, responses ranged from 
"often" to 400 percent. The average percentage of increased time de¬ 
voted to grievances was 95 percent. 
Interviews suggested that the actual increase in time spent was 
misleading because many schools had no grievance appeal mechanism prior 
to collective bargaining and therefore a relatively small absolute in¬ 
crease in grievances could lead to a very large relative frequency of 
percentage of time spent on the process. Therefore, respondents were 
asked to report the increase in the number of faculty grievances pro¬ 
cessed in the past five years. An attempt was then made to correlate the 
number of grievances processed with the increase in time spent on these 
grievances, but the lack of meaningful response on the question precluded 
such an analysis. Responses ranged from "data not available" to "inform- 
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ation is proprietary and not available for release" to a reported high 
of 20 grievances processed. Of those responding with a numerical value, 
the mean number of grievances was 5.61. Administrators who had been 
interviewed suggested that records, where kept, reflected results of 
individual cases, but that no attempt had been made to account for the 
total grievances processed. Many schools may wish to maintain an atmos¬ 
phere of strong collegiality and view grievances as reflecting the 
failure of the collegial process. Another conclusion is inferred from 
tightened labor market conditions and the decreased demand in the face 
of an oversupply of qualified academicians. That is, where in years 
past the potential grievant elected to seek employment elsewhere in lieu 
of entering into the grievance process, they are now forced, by changing 
labor market realities, to utilize the grievance process to remedy adverse 
personnel actions and maintain or continue existing employment relation¬ 
ships . 
Grivances Taken to Arbitration. The final dimension of the status of 
New England public collegiate unionism is found in the number of griev¬ 
ances taken to arbitration. It was anticipated that while the increase 
in grievances filed would be quite large, the number of actual appeals 
to arbitration would remain at a low level. This assumption was based 
on the fact that approximately 95 percent of all grievances are resolved 
prior to the arbitral stage and that some colleges have not yet learned 
to use arbitration. The data appear to substantiate this surmise. For the 
New England region the number of cases actually referred to arbitration 
ranged from none (10) to six (2). The mean number of cases referred to 
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arbitration for this region was 1.63 cases. The modal value was 0.0 
cases. For the national sample, the number of arbitration cases ranged 
from none (49) to thirty-five (2) with a mean case value of 2.30 and a 
modal value of 0.0. Thus the greatest number of instances of referrals 
to arbitration in both samples was at the 0.0 level and suggests that 
most grievances were resolved prior to the arbitral stage. In the 
national sample, the larger values of ten, thirteen, and thirty-five 
cases were all the result of group grievances which were resolved on a 
case by case basis at the insistence of one of the parties. The mean 
value of 1.63 cases to arbitration suggests that the grievance process 
mechanism has been successful in accomplishing grievance resolution at 
lower levels in the process. New England appears to be more successful 
in this regard than the national sample where the mean value of cases 
taken to arbitration was 2.30. 
The present status of collective bargaining in the public colleges 
and universities of the region can be described as representative of the 
status of national public higher educational collegiate labor relations 
as a whole. In terms of the measures of type of bargaining agents, 
duration of initial agreements, time spent on faculty grievances and the 
number of faculty grievances taken to arbitration the New England sample 
does not appear to be atypical. Differences which do appear in the data 
suggest a time lag attributable to the region's later entrance into the 
collegiate collective bargaining process. This result supports Ladd 
and Lipset’s contention that the duration of experience with unionization 
has had a differential impact on the relationships of the involved 
parties. 
CHAPTER V 
RESULTS OF THE RESEARCH: ACADEMIC RESPONSE TO COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 
This chapter will present a description of the nature of the 
additions to staff, training and development, long-range planning and 
other practices which have constituted the administrative response to 
collegiate collective bargaining as considered in this research. 
Question III: What are the provisions, if any, that educational 
administrators have made for the introduction and/or accomodation of 
collective bargaining on a particular campus? 
Labor Relations Training. Interviews with the nine campus administrators 
suggested that one measure of the ways administrators have prepared for 
unionization has been through formal or informal labor relations train¬ 
ing. A cross-tabulation for the national sample for type of institution 
by year of introduction for this type of training as reported by manage¬ 
ment respondents reveals it was first introduced in the community 
college in 1966, but it is not found in state colleges until 1975 and 
in the universities until 1976. As of 1978, only eight universities, 
eight state colleges, and fifty-two community colleges of the sample 
reported engaging in this type of training. Eighty-seven schools reported 
no training. For the New England region four community colleges and 
state colleges introduced such training in 1975, while university train¬ 
ing did not begin until 1977. Only fourteen of thirty-one schools in 
the region presently have provisions for the labor relations education 
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of their administrative personnel. Preparedness for collegiate collec¬ 
tive bargaining can be characterized as being in an initial state. As 
other contracts are finalized, this type of training may become more 
universally adopted and more professional in orientation. 
Professional Staff Added Negotiators. In addition to the implementation 
of administrative labor relations training, the creation of staff posi¬ 
tions to accommodate collective bargaining also has occurred. Profes¬ 
sional negotiators are one class of employees introduced on the college 
and university campuses. Positions added may be full-time or part-time. 
For both the national and the New England samples, cross-tabulations 
were made of type of institution and number of negotiators added (see 
Table 5-1). 
TABLE 5-1 
Professional Negotiators Added to Collegiate Administration Staffs 
by number of Schools Making Appointments: in a Survey of Organized 
Public Higher Education Institutions in the United States, May 1978/' 
New England National Sample 
Type of No. Added No. Added No. Added No. Added 
Institution Full-Time Part-Time Full-Time Part-Time 
University 1 1 4 2 
(12.5) (33.3) (10.3) (10.5) 
State Colleges 2 1 2 1 
(25.0) (33.3) (5.1) (5.3) 
Community Colleges 5 1 33 16 
(62.5) (33.3) (84.6) (84.2) 
Total 8 3 39 19 
(100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) 
Actual data shown in numerical format and percents are shown in 
parenthesis ( ). 
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In addition to the above results, seventy-nine schools in the national 
sample indicated no persons added to date in this category. Seventeen 
New England schools reported no additions to staff. 
The most active community colleges in collective bargaining have, 
as anticipated, added the greatest number of professional negotiators. 
In addition, some schools have elected to contract negotiators on a 
retainer basis. The types of individuals hired are generally private 
management consultants or lawyers specializing in labor relations law. 
Other schools report retaining outside consultants on an advisory basis. 
This research did not distinguish between these methods but rather 
focused on the general category of individuals added in the negotiations 
area. The addition of negotiators has not been universally adopted. 
Administrative Actions Prior to Collective Bargaining. Volpe and 
Lussier suggested that collegiate administrators should take no actions 
which could be perceived as antagonistic toward faculty unionization. 
To ascertain what actions New England schools do take, each of the nine 
interviewees was asked what their institution's stand had been prior 
to the election of the faculty bargaining agent. Each respondent re¬ 
ported that the advice of legal counsel had been followed during the 
faculty organizing campaign and that efforts were made not to violate 
any provisions which could subject a school to unfair labor practice 
charges. Each of these campus administrators reported that attempts 
had been to provide faculty members with a management perspective on 
the issues. This was accomplished through mailing and sponsoring on- 
campus debates on unionization. Copies of administrative mailings were 
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provided the reseacher. In general they were composed of excerpts from 
the Chronicle of Higher Education indicating the failure of bargaining 
to accomplish faculty desires, copies of petitions or open letters from 
faculty members against unionization. Where most administrators (eight 
of nine) reported attempts to thwart unionization was in the unit deter¬ 
mination phase of unionization attempts. In each instance, the inclusion 
of department chairpersons, of librarians, professionals, and soft money 
faculty was challenged by management through Labor Relations Board 
hearings. 
Fears of Diminished Authority. In the literature, most administrators 
have reported fears of loss of authority and loss of identity because 
of unionization. Two measures were used to determine whether this had 
occurred within New England. The first measure was the report of inter¬ 
viewees on the college campuses and the second was the response to the 
survey question: "What has been the major impact(s) of collective 
bargaining on the personnel and management policies and programs of 
your institution?" Each of these will be considered in turn. 
Each interviewee was asked what effect collective bargaining has 
had on them personally and on their positions. A typical response came 
from a Vice-President of a University. 
Personally and professionally, I think my job is now going 
to be easier. Decision-making will be streamlined. Where 
before a great deal of thought and judgment concerning what 
was best for both the individual and the institution was 
necessary, now I have only to consult the contract and go 
by the book. Much of the current mystery concerning what 
we as administrators do will be lost and a single set of 
criteria for all decisions will become reality, I think 
we will become more professional in the sense that we will 
become more like managers and less like the colleagues we 
have been in the past. 
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Other respondents suggested that unilateral decision-making will 
became a thing of the past. Thus, a burden will be lifted from admin¬ 
istrators and shared with faculty through the collective bargaining 
process. Interviewees also reported the determination not to surrender 
their "management rights." For example, where pensions are a "permis¬ 
sive" rather than "mandatory" subject of bargaining, administrators 
viewed bargaining on pensions as giving-in. Once negotiated, these items 
revert from "permissive" to "mandatory" subjects of bargaining and cause 
schools to lose control over them. The administrators were unanimous 
in contending that no more power should be surrendered in bargaining 
than was mandated by state statute. 
Consensus was also found concerning the notion that hostility 
toward the union would serve no institutional purpose. All were unan¬ 
imous in asserting that a hostile attitude toward the union would have 
aided unionization and that a negative public attitude, regardless of 
personal opinions, would be counter-productive after recognition has 
been achieved. The interview results here support the assertions put 
forward by several sources outlined in Chapter III. The one area in 
which New England schools can be described as atypical is in their lack 
of fear of loss of personal identity. New England administrators report 
no such loss of identity and appear to have reconciled any losses in 
power with gains along other dimensions of their present responsibili¬ 
ties . 
For the national survey sample, a review of descriptive responses 
to the question of impact of collective bargaining in the area of accom¬ 
odation of collective bargaining appears to center on several items. 
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In rank order, these responses are classifiable as follows: loss of 
decision-making power, regularization of decisions, and thus loss of 
individuality in decision-making, separation of faculty from adminis¬ 
trators resulting in the loss of collegiality, and the creation of a 
new class of professional college administrators. Respondents also 
reported changes in the nature of the scope of authority of the admin¬ 
istrator rather than an absolute loss of authority. Where losses in 
authority were reported they were balanced, or at least partially off¬ 
set, by gains in authority in other areas such as educational policy. 
The responses to this question appear to parallel those suggested 
in the previous review of the literature. New England appears to 
reflect an administrative acceptance of collegiate bargaining and sug¬ 
gests a desire to minimize any negative impact of unionization on their 
institutions. 
Question IV: Have any administrative training and development programs 
been implemented since the advent of bargaining? What is their nature? 
Survey respondents were asked whether their institutions had 
programs for administrative training and development. Seventy-six 
schools in the national sample answered this question in the affirmative 
(49.0%). Seventeen New England schools also answered "yes" to this 
question, (54.8%). Of the remainder in the national sample, (41.9%) 
reported no training and development, (3.9%) did not know if such pro¬ 
grams existed, and (5.2%) were classified as having no response. In 
New England, the remaining (45.2%) reported having no programs for 
administrative training and development. 
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A cross-tabulation of programs by type of institution indicates 
that the community colleges lead in having such programs (76.3%), while 
their four-year counterparts each constitute only (11.85%) of types of 
institutions involved in training and development programs. 
The New England schools lead the national sample in terms of 
offering training and development programs for administrators. The two- 
year schools appear to have dominated the initiation of such programs 
on collegiate campuses. State colleges and universities have been slow 
to offer such training for their administrative personnel. This may be 
due to the greater degree of collegiality which is believed to exist 
between administrators and faculty on the four-year campuses but may 
V 
also be occasioned by the nature of the organizations themselves. 
Apparently there will be an increase in the number and type of schools 
who offer such training to their staffs in the future. 
The Nature of Training and Development Programs. Respondents were asked 
to indicate which of the following types of training and development 
programs they have instituted: supervisory training and development, 
financial management, personnel management, collective bargaining/nego¬ 
tiations, human relations/skill training and other types of programs 
(see Table 5-2). 
It was anticipated that most training instituted would be either 
} 
specialized as specific labor relations training or encompass a broader, 
more generalized approach such as found in supervisory training today. 
117 
CM 
I 
LO 
H 
P 
I 
CO 
4-1 CD 
O 4-1 
cd 
Cn 4-1 
CD CO 
> 
54 T3 
d CD 
CO 4-) 
•H 
cd cd 
P> 
Cd 
•H a) 
-d 
4-1 
• • 
CO cd 
S •H 
cd 
5-i CO 
00 cd 
O o 
54 •H 
4-) 
0 
4-> 4-1 
Cd •H 
0) 4-1 
P CO 
a a 
o M 
i—i 
a) cd 
> o 
CD •H 
Q 4-1 
\ cd 
M a 
C d 
•H t) 
Cd w 
•H 
cd !-i 
5-i <D 
H -d 
too 
m •H 
o dd 
CO o 
CD •H 
p* 1—1 
cn -O 
H d 
P-i 
4-1 
O nd • 
CD 00 
4-> N 
cd •H On 
CD cd i—1 
4-1 o 
C •H >* 
o cd cd 
CJ S 
<d 
i—i 
$ 
cd 
co 
cd 
Cd 
O 
4-1 
cd 
T3 
cd 
cd 
i—i 
M| 
W 
g 
CO 
CO CD R 
1—1 >4 
o H 
o toO B^S 
-d cd CD CM rH an co vO On o 
o •H a 
CO Td do m On r-'- on <h CO o 
cd H CM CM 1—1 rH o 
44 o rH 
o a CO 
CO •H 
CD 
Pd IS 
do 
CD a 
4-1 cd 
d CD 00 -d' CM VO i—1 
i—1 d CO <r CM 1-1 CM m 
o cr rH 
CO <D 
5-i 
<d Pm 
CO 
CO CD p 
>4 
o H 
o toO 
-cd cd CD to". CM 00 1-1 <r 00 o 
a •H Pu 
CO no O CM 1-1 CO o 
cd H CM 1—1 1-1 o 
44 O 1—1 
O a CO 
CO •H 
CD 
pd 6 
>v 
CD a 
4-1 cd 
d (D rH MO ■4t CO CM 1—1 r^. 
1—1 d i—1 CM 
o cc 
CO a) 
40 5-i 
<d Cm 
"toO CO 
cd tH 
•H rH 
cd •H 
•H Pd 
cd CO 
6 toO 
cd 54 cd 
5-1 toO cd o 
toO cd PQ CO •H 
O •H cd 4-> 
54 cd CD o 54 cd 
P4 •H > •H O rH tH tH 
cd •H 4-1 CO CD cd CD 
44 54 4-1 cd •H Pd •H cd 
O H a •H > o cd 
CD 4-1 54 cd cd o 54 1—1 
CD 54 i—1 o CD cd cd CO CD cd 
a, O rH toO Cu 6 cd 54 -d 4-1 
o CD d d •H CD 4-1 o 
H o CO Pd Cm P4 o H 
118 
Of the various types of training and development offered to 
collegiate administrators, collective bargaining/negotiations training 
is most frequently utilized with general supervisory training second 
followed by human relations/skills training. Schools across the nation 
report personnel management as the next most frequent type of training; 
while for New England schools, the fourth most frequent training and 
development is in financial management. 
Cross-tabulating the various types of training with types of 
institutions offering such indicates that in each instance the community 
colleges represent the greatest frequency by percentage of type of 
schools offering training. The percentages range from a (76.0%) for 
"others" to (77.6%) for Human Relations training. In each the state 
college is the second by percentage of type of institution offering 
such programs while the universities are either third (four instances) 
or the same as the state colleges (two instances). The distribution 
for state colleges runs from (11.4%) for financial training to (12.7%) 
for "others" while for universities, the comparable figures are (10.4%) 
for human relations training to (11.8%) for collective bargaining/ 
negotiations programs. 
Types of training cross-tabulated with the dates of introduction 
of each type of training provides another means of characterizing the 
data (see Table 5-3). 
Table 5-3 suggests that training and development has been utilized 
by only a small percentage of schools since the advent of collective 
bargaining but the general movement toward the utilization of such 
training and development is a recent phenomenon. Schools have been slow 
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TABLE 5-3 
Type of Training by Date of Introduction: in a Survey of 
Unionized Public Higher Education Institutions in the 
United States, May 1978. 
Type of 
Training 
First Year 
Reported 
Introduced 
% Intro¬ 
duced that 
Year 
Most Frequent 
Year of 
Introduction 
% Intro¬ 
duced that 
Year 
Supervisory 1961 1.5 19 75 13.8 
Financial 
Management 1961 1.4 19 72 5.7 
Personnel 
Management 1961 1.4 1975 10.1 
Human Relations/ 
Skills 1961 1.5 1978 9.0 
Collective 
Bargaining/ 
Negotiations 1966 1.5 1975 14.7 
Other 1967 1.4 1978 2.8 
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to begin to institute such programs but the trends indicate that more 
schools could be expected to add various types of training in the near 
future. If schools are going to institute some sort of program, it is 
most likely to be in either general supervisory training or in specific 
collective bargaining/negotiations types of education. 
Administrative training and development can be described as in its 
infancy in collegiate institutions but it appears to be gaining slowly 
in popularity and acceptance. The introduction of collective bargaining 
appears to have given rise to a demand for specific training in this 
field. As demands arise in other areas or "Proposition 13" types of 
restrictions occur, the demand for programs in areas such as financial 
management should increase. Training and development appears to result 
from such demands rather than in anticipation of them. 
Question V: Have any specialized functions or specialist personnel in 
the labor relations field been added to the administration since the 
inception of collective bargaining? 
The introduction of collective bargaining on a university campus 
can necessitate the addition of a variety of different types of staff 
personnel. These include negotiators, employment relations specialist, 
contract specialists, legal, data processing, financial/budget special¬ 
ists, personnel (training and development) and others. Each of these 
types of employees will be considered in turn. 
Negotiators. Professional negotiators are one class of employees being 
introduced on the college and university campuses. Positions added 
may be full or part-time (see Table 5-4). 
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The community colleges which have been the most active in collec¬ 
tive bargaining have, as was anticipated, added the greatest number of 
professional negotiators. In addition to the number of staff positions 
some schools have elected to use negotiators on a retainer basis. The 
individuals hired on this basis are often from management consulting 
firms or lawyers specializing in labor relations law. Other schools 
have hired staff and have retained outside consultants on an advisory 
basis. This research did not distinguish between these methods but 
rather focused on the general category of individuals added in the 
negotiations area. The addition of negotiators has not been universally 
adopted, but there seems to be a trend in this direction. 
Employment Relations Specialists. Employment relations specialists are 
those individuals whose function is to administer the various aspects 
of the employment relationship within the larger personnel function 
within the institution. Because of the specialized nature of this role, 
only a few institutions were expected to add such staff positions to 
their ranks. Where such a relations specialist was added, the person 
was expected to be part-time or combined with some other function such 
as contract specialist. The results of the survey support these expect¬ 
ations. For both the national and the New England sample, over half 
(58.1%) reported no staff additions. Thirty-six schools across the 
country and eight in the New England region reported the addition of 
one such full-time position while fourteen institutions nationally and 
three in New England created part-time staff positions in this area. 
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Most of the full-time additions were on the community or two-year college 
level (67.6%), and of the remainder, (17.6%) were at universities and 
(14.8%) were at state colleges. For the part-time positions added, a 
similar breakdown according to type of institution occurred. The pro¬ 
portion of community colleges was higher for the part-time as compared 
to full-time positions (78.6%) while there was a corresponding decline 
in the percentage of universities (14.3%) and state colleges (7.1%). 
Community colleges were among the earliest types of schools to engage in 
collegiate collective bargaining. This combined with the greater pro¬ 
portion of community colleges organized accounts for the high percentage 
of two-year schools adding staff in employment relations. As an increas¬ 
ing number of universities and state colleges become organized, a greater 
number of these specialized personnel probably will be added to four- 
year institutional staff as well. 
Contract Specialists. Another area in which a staff increase was antici¬ 
pated was that of the contract specialist, but that not many schools 
would add such positions unless they had been engaged in collective 
bargaining for some time. The results bear this assumption out. Only 
ten schools in the national sample and two in the New England sample 
reported the addition of such positions. In the national sample one 
school reported this addition as a part-time position. Half of the 
positions were added on the community college level (50.0%) and of the 
remainder, the universities accounted for (37.5%) and the state colleges 
for the remaining (12.5%). From these data, the position of contract 
specialist on the collegiate level is clearly in its fancy. As 
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experience with collegiate collective bargaining increases, this position 
may increase in its need and popularity. Presently, the contract special¬ 
ist is a rarity on the college campus. 
Legal. It was expected that involvement in collective bargaining would 
necessitate the addition of legal staff. Such staff would be required in 
contract drafting, contract interpretation, insuring compliance with the 
legal requirements for bargaining and for preparation and presentation of 
impasse resolution and dispute resolution. Many schools probably would 
elect to obtain counsel on a retainer basis while others would choose to 
add legal personnel to their staffs on a permanent basis. The focus of 
this question was on the addition of a legal staff as permanent full-time 
or part-time employees whose specific function was related to the collec¬ 
tive bargaining/labor relations function. 
For the national sample, sixty-three (63) schools (67.7%) indicated 
no additions in this field for full-time positions, 14 schools reported 
one position (15.5%) added and for 1 school, two positions were added. 
(.1%). Part-time positions were reported by eleven institutions (11.8%). 
The remaining 4 schools (61.1%) indicated no additions in this area, 4 
made one full-time appointment (22.2%), 1 made two full-time appoint¬ 
ments (5.5%) and the remaining 2 schools reported the addition of part- 
time positions in the legal field. By type of institution, universities 
in New England accounted for one full-time and one part-time appointment, 
state colleges for four full-time and one part-time staff additions. 
The community colleges reported only the addition of one full-time legal 
position. Thus, the state colleges accounted for slightly more additions 
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to staff in this area than did their university or community college 
counterparts. Clearly, while most schools have not elected to create 
positions in the legal realm, they are most likely to create a single 
full-time appointment when they do. 
Data Processing. Some of the literature reviewed suggested that collec¬ 
tive bargaining would necessitate additions to the data processing staff 
for contract administration purposes. For the nation as a whole, the 
respondents indicated the following additions in this realm: one posi¬ 
tion - 24 schools (for 25.8%), two positions - 2 schools (2.1%), part- 
time positions - 14 schools (15.1%), and no additions - 43 schools 
(57.0%). Other schools were tabulated as "no response". Only two New 
England colleges reported positions added in this area. One state 
college made one appointment, and one community college reported the 
addition of two positions for data processing purposes. 
The low number of positions added in data processing may be attri¬ 
buted to several factors. These include the inability of educational 
institutions to distinguish data processing staff needs of collective 
bargaining from general increased needs for personnel in this field; the 
fact that once records have been converted to electronic data processing, 
no additional staff is necessary for the maintenance and updating of 
stored data; and some schools have not yet converted their personnel 
records to automated systems and therefore have experienced no additional 
need for people in this area. The inexperience of many schools with 
bargaining may mean that the value of such information systems may not 
have been realized or utilized to the extent which would require additions 
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to staff in this area. As personnel management record-keeping in 
general, and collective bargaining requirements in particular become 
more complex, movement towards electronic data processing in this realm 
may be needed and additions to data processing staff may result at a 
level not now experienced. 
Financial Budget Specialists. The requirements of financial disclosure 
during certain phases of the negotiations process and the general prep¬ 
aration for collective bargaining may also require the addition of 
specialists in the realm of financial and budgetary analysis. There¬ 
fore, this is another area which might be impacted by the introduction 
of collective bargaining on collegiate campuses. 
On a national basis, only 16 respondents indicated any positions 
added in this area. Of these, 13 institutions reported one staff addi¬ 
tion, and 3 schools reported for the additions of two, three, and a 
part-time position respectively. In New England, universities reported 
the addition of one position, the state colleges had no additions in 
this field, and the community colleges accounted for two single, one 
double, and one triple position. Thus, of the 18 total positions added 
in the financial-budget realm, eight or (44.5%) were added in New England. 
This appears to parallel emphasis of this region on financial training 
discussed in an earlier portion of the research. New England schools 
appear to be confronted with proof of "ability to pay" demands in negoti¬ 
ations or that they are lacking in staff in this function. It may also 
be reflective of centralization. While no attempt was made to ascertain 
the level at which these appointments were made, it is possible that 
some were at the system rather than campus level. 
127 
Although only a few financial budgetary positions have been added 
as a result of collective bargaining, a monitoring of this function may 
reveal increments to staff as financial supply and demand factors become 
more significant. With the "ability-to-pay" argument becoming more 
widely used, the need for establishing financial conditions in an effec¬ 
tive and convincing manner will become crucial to the management nego¬ 
tiating position. As these conditions occur with greater frequency and 
are accompanied by a greater sense of urgency, additions to staff in 
this specialized area should become more frequent. 
Personnel Training and Development. Of the various possible areas for 
the addition to the staff, the function of personnel training and devel¬ 
opment was viewed as least likely to experience incremental change. 
Several reasons account for this expectation. The first is the paucity 
of programs for collegiate administrators. Very few programs exist for 
administrative training and development. The second and perhaps more 
compelling reason is attributed to the rise in the number and type of 
professional associations providing programs for the introduction and 
upgrading of skills of all types for professional administrators. A 
final cause was attributed to the increasing utilization of consultants 
for private training and development on a one-time or continuing basis. 
For example, several of the interviewees reported that they obtained 
their initial introduction to collective bargaining from labor relations 
lawyers, professional meetings, and through preparation sessions with 
professional negotiators. All of the interviewees endorsed the concept 
of professional training and development staff, but indicated budgetary 
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restrictions would serve as an impediment to the addition of such staff 
at this time. 
The results of the survey confirmed the expectations. Only 14 
schools in the national survey indicated the addition of full-time 
positions, and an additional 3 schools reported the addition of part- 
time positions in this area. In New England, only 1 school, a community 
college, reported the addition of a training and development staff 
member. 
Clearly, personnel training and development is not a concept whose 
time has yet come on the collegiate campuses. Increasingly, training is 
being sought but it is being acquired outside of the organization. 
Opportunities for off-campus seminars are increasingly becoming available. 
Apparently it will be some time before this trend is reversed. The 
introduction of collective bargaining does not seem to have an impact on 
hiring of staff in this particular realm in any significant manner to 
date. It does appear to have had an impact on the rise of programs 
outside of the institution but the exact nature and direction is beyond 
the scope of this study and can only be inferred from the data. 
Others Added to Staff. Because it was anticipated that not all additions 
to staff as a result of collective bargaining could be classified accord¬ 
ing to one of the functional areas already listed, the category "other" 
was created to accomodate other types of positions. It was not expected 
that many schools would report additions to this category. Only 4 
schools nationally and 1 in New England (a university) reported such an 
addition. Although respondents were asked to specify these additions 
by type, none did so. 
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It is inferred that these positions may be either a combination 
of responsibilities positions, liaison or community relations positions, 
or as Friedman has suggested, someone who has expertise in either labor 
history or in the history and past practices of the individual educational 
institution."*’ 
Summary: The evidence suggests that where positions have been 
added as a result of collective bargaining, they are most likely to be 
related to the actual collective bargaining process and least likely 
related to what might be termed negotiation support services such as 
data processing and training and development. Negotiators and employment 
specialists are the most popular in terms of frequency of addition to 
staff with legal positions the next most likely types of appointments 
to be made. The community colleges appear to be most likely type of 
institution to add such positions with state colleges and universities 
being least likely to create positions to accomodate collective bargain¬ 
ing. A number of schools are electing to make part-time appointments 
which over time can be expected to become full-time in nature. 
As a greater number of colleges and universities become involved 
in the collective bargaining process, administrative staffs may increase 
in size and in terms of the technical expertise of their members. Special¬ 
ization of staff is a likely result of this process. Institutions must 
also decide whether to hire such specialists as permanent staff members 
or to contract for these services from outside consultants or management 
service firms. The decision to contract out was not examined in this 
study but would be a subject of future research in this area. Finally, 
administrative staff probably will expand. Some of the types and 
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direction of this expansion have been described here, but the exact 
nature of this change must be the subject of future exploration. 
Question VI: Did the institution engage in long-range planning activi¬ 
ties prior to collective bargaining? If so, how would these activities 
be classified? Has collective bargaining influenced the long-range 
planning process? How could this influence be characterized? 
In the review of the literature, it was suggested that collective 
bargaining would have impact on the time horizons of administrators and 
should result in a greater inclination to engage in long-range planning 
activities. Where planning is already in force, it should strengthen 
the commitment to the process and improve the institution's ability to 
adapt to a changing environment. To determine whether any of these 
occurrences have taken place in higher education, questions were asked 
relating to ascertaining whether colleges and universities engage in 
long-range planning, the types of plans prepared, how long they have 
done so, and the content of the long-range planning. Each of these will 
be considered. 
Preparation of Long-Range Plans. To ascertain whether colleges and 
universities engage in long-range planning process, each respondent was 
asked whether written plans were prepared at their institution (see 
Table 5-5). This would help to establish which schools engage in tradi¬ 
tional long-range planning activities and which are merely paying lip 
service to the concept. It would also permit a comparison of the 
region to the nation in long range planning experience. 
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TABLE 5-5 
Frequency of Preparation of Long-Range Plans as Reported by 
Administrators in a Survey of Unionized Public Higher Educa¬ 
tion Institutions in the United States, May 1978. 
New England Nationwide 
Type of 
Preparation 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
Prepares plans 13 72.2 74 79.6 
Does not 
prepare 4 22.2 17 18.2 
No response 1 5.6 2 2.2 
Total 18 100.0% 93 100.0% 
From the data in Table 5-5, New England can be characterized as being 
typical in its preparation of long-range plans . Clearly a substantial 
number of colleges and universities engage in some form of long-range 
planning. By type of institution, community colleges are the most 
frequent reporters of participation in long-range planning (75.4%), 
while state colleges are second in frequency of participation (13.8%) 
and universities are the least likely to be engaging in the preparation 
of such plans (10.0%). The remaining percentage is attributed to those 
who gave "no response" to classification by type of institution. Al¬ 
though these institutions do report the preparation of written plans, 
a consideration of the planning period must also be made before a 
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determination of whether these schools are actually involved in formal, 
strategic planning. 
Types of Plans Prepared. Formal strategic planning is generally accepted 
to include a time horizon of from two to ten years with five years accept¬ 
ed as an average time span for the long-range plan. Planning horizons 
of from two to five years are considered to be indicative of medium- 
range planning, and a period of one year or less tactical rather than 
strategic in character (see Table 5-6). 
TABLE 5-6 
Types of Plans Prepared as Reported by Administrators in a 
Survey of Unionized Public Higher Education Institutions in 
the United States, May 1978. 
New England Nationwide 
Type of Plan Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
1 year 2 11.1 6 6.5 
2-5 years 8 44.4 48 51.6 
6 or more years 2 11.1 12 12.9 
Combination of 
one-year and 
five-year plans 3 16.7 14 15.1 
No response 3 16.7 13 13.9 
Total 18 100.0% 93 100.0% 
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A small number of respondents are involved in planning of duration 
one year or less and by the criteria established are not considered as 
engaging in formal, strategic planning. Of the remaining schools, the 
majority engage in medium or long-range strategic planning. The mean 
number of years involved in the time horizon of New England schools is 
contained in the two to five-year planning period while for all schools 
across the nation, the mean is approximately the end of the five-year 
time period. The tendency is to prepare strategic plans of five years 
or less. While some colleges and universities do have planning horizons 
beyond six years, these are the exception rather than the rule. 
A cross-tabulation by type of institution indicates that for all 
three types of educational institutions, the 2-5 year planning period 
is most favored planning period. It is most often used by state 
colleges (63.2%), community colleges (60.8%), or utilized by universi¬ 
ties almost (50.0%) of the time. 
New England institutions appear to approximate the national trends. 
Differences that do exist suggest that this region tends to engage more 
in medium-range planning where as the nation as a whole is involved in 
longer term planning. 
The Institution of Long-Range Planning. One measure of whether collec¬ 
tive bargaining has effected long-range planning and the planning process 
is obtained by analyzing how long ago planning was instituted and then 
cross-tabulating this result with the data of the initial collective 
bargaining agreement. 
Respondents were asked to specify when their long-range planning 
was instituted (see Table 5-7). 
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TABLE 5-7 
When Long-Range Planning was Instituted in Colleges 
and Universities as Reported by Administrators in a 
Survey of Unionized Public Higher Education Institu¬ 
tions in the United States, May 1978. 
Time Period 
New England Nationwide 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
1975 - 1978 8 44.4 31 33.3 
1973 - 1974 6 33.3 28 30.1 
Before 1973 4 22.3 30 32.2 
No Response 4 4.4 
Total 18 100.0% 93 100.0% 
This table suggests that the introduction of long-range planning 
on collegiate campuses is a relatively recent phenomenon. The mean value 
for the introduction of planning in both groups occurs during the 1975- 
1978 period. However, a greater percentage of colleges and universities 
across the nation have been utilizing long-range planning for a longer 
period of time. The result suggests that other schools probably will 
begin planning in the immediate future. 
Of greater interest in this research is the relationship between 
the introduction of long-range planning and the introduction of collec¬ 
tive bargaining. Preparation for unionization should involve pre¬ 
bargaining long-range planning on the part of collegiate administrators. 
Some would contend that this planning should precede the introduction 
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of bargaining by two to three years. Others would suggest that long- 
range planning activities will occur coincident with the introduction 
of collective bargaining on a campus. Planning may also be the result 
of bargaining. Collective bargaining may occasion the need for future 
planning in anticipation of future bargaining demands. Schools may, 
for example, find the need for forward budgetary planning as well as 
planning for such actions as promotion and retrenchment. Still other 
pressures for planning may arise from compensation requirements. Schools 
and colleges must attempt to project pension, health, and other insur¬ 
ance and benefits costs into the future so that adequate funding is 
available for such programs. Classroom and office space as well as 
curricula demands should also be anticipated where possible. 
Since collective bargaining laws mandate that these and other 
issues are subjects of bargaining, collegiate administrators should be 
expected to engage in some types of long-range planning in anticipation 
of bargaining sessions. Once a contract has been negotiated, preparation 
for the next negotiating session should begin. Thus the need for 
continuous and ongoing planning for bargaining contributes to the need 
for a viable long-range planning process. In addition, other admin¬ 
istrative needs in the areas of goals and objectives, physical facil¬ 
ities, and overall planning and control activities appear to mandate a 
formal planning process for collegiate institutions on all levels from 
the community college to the university. 
A cross-tabulation of the institution of long-range planning by 
the date of the initial agreement provides an indication of the extent 
to which these two concepts may be related in the New England region 
(see Table 5-8) 
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For schools which introduced planning prior to 1973, any causal relation¬ 
ship which suggest that planning was introduced in anticipation of colle¬ 
giate bargaining is probably tentative. Too few cases were reported for 
a definitive result. A similar conclusion is appropriate for schools 
which introduced planning between 1973 and 1974. Since 1975, the relat¬ 
ionship is more probable as approximately 33.3% percent of the schools were 
engaged in planning prior to signing the initial collective bargaining 
agreement, and the remaining schools in this group began planning with¬ 
in a year to two of the date of the initial agreement. However, the 
types of items included in the content of bargaining will negate sugges¬ 
tions of these causal relationships. Such relationships that do exist 
may be attributed to other factors such as statutory requirements for 
financial and facilities planning, the newness of both concepts and 
coincidence. It is also possible that planning was initiated as a 
partial response to bargaining rather than in anticipation of unionism 
on the collegiate campus. 
Content of Long-Range Planning. Respondents were asked to designate 
whether any of the following were included within the content of their 
long-range planning activities: organizational goals, budget, personnel 
compensation, staffing needs, promotion policy, physical facilities, 
collective bargaining and "other". Of the eight possible categories, 
responses were only recorded for four. These four were organizational 
goals, budget, personnel compensation, and staffing needs (see Table 
5-9). The lack of response in the four areas suggests that none of the 
plans of the respondents' institutions included coverage of promotion 
policy, physical facilities, collective baragining on "other" types of 
activities. 
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The most frequently recorded item in the long-range plans of New England 
\ schools is that of organizational goals. This is followed by staff, 
budgetary, and personnel considerations. Personnel compensation is 
generally included in both the bargaining contract and in the long range 
plans, whereas organizational goals appear to be found only in the long- 
range plan. Since the statement of organizational goals and mission con¬ 
stitutes an initial phase of the planning process, it is interesting that 
one of the schools that reported being involved in planning does not 
include a statement of organizational goals in their plan. Budgets, 
compensation and staffing are closely interrelated. Overall budgets 
determine the levels of possible personnel compensation and the size of 
the workforce. Staffing needs more likely would be outlined in long- 
range planning than it would be to have specific items such as personnel 
compensation covered in planning. 
While there is no indication of the specific nature of the staff¬ 
ing included in the planning, it would most probably include some form 
of manpower forecasting. For example, an interview with a Vice President 
on the University of Maine Campus revealed that the institution’s long- 
range planning included provisions for "freezing" staff additions to 
the College of Education and encouraging growth in the fields of engi¬ 
neering, business administration, and forestry. Budgets were established 
for the various levels of operations and the general direction for 
personnel compensation was outlined. Thus, the present trend is toward 
v 
a closer relationship between planning and collective bargaining, but 
the content of planning suggests that this relationship has not yet been 
firmly established. 
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Summary. Long-range planning is a concept whose time appears to be 
coming in higher education. As each year passes, additional schools 
begin to engage in the long-range planning process and others continue 
to refine their planning techniques and practices. Planning is being 
recognized as a necessary administrative tool for the effective manage¬ 
ment of educational institutions. Finally, the present relationship 
between collective bargaining and the long-range planning process must 
be described at present as tentative. However, as experience and exper¬ 
tise in these two areas increases, a closer, more coordinated relation¬ 
ship probably will develop between planning and the collective bargaining 
process. 
Question VII: In what ways has collective bargaining changed the admin¬ 
istration and the administrative practices of colleges and universities 
in the public sector? 
The research reviewed in an earlier portion of this text suggested 
that collective bargaining would impact on collegiate administration and 
administrative practices in several ways. The creation of specialized 
administrative positions or functions, the increased utilization of 
management training and development programs, and the final "a closer 
coordination between the various administrative functions" and the imple¬ 
mentation of policies and procedures to accomplish the change. The 
first two were explored in research Question IV and V, while the third 
area will be discussed here. 
Five questions on the survey questionnaire dealt with this third 
area including: 
1. Closer coordination between administrative functions such 
as personnel and finance, legal, personnel, etc. 
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2. Implementation of procedures to coordinate personnel 
procedures throughout the institution. 
3. Centralization of professional staff benefits. 
4. Coordination of collective bargaining. 
5. Creation of joint faculty-administrative committees 
for the purposes of contract administration. 
Although many criteria could be established for measuring the changes 
described here, these five were selected as known, easily measured 
concepts. Each provides a different perspective on collective bargain¬ 
ing’s influence on the operation of the control function within the 
organization. 
Closer Coordination Between Administrative Functions. Respondents 
were asked to assess the extent to which greater administrative coordi¬ 
nation had occurred since the introduction of collective bargaining 
(see Table 5-10). No attempt was made here to specify the type or 
nature of coordination which may have occurred but rather to gain an 
understanding of whether administrators had perceived a change in this 
area. Future research efforts could be devoted to an in depth analysis 
of the nature and extent of any change reported here. Here the interest 
was in if change has occurred and if such change was in any manner 
related to the introduction of collective bargaining on a given campus. 
It was anticipated that administrators would make their own value 
judgements as to the connection between such change and the bargaining 
process. 
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TABLE 5-10 
The Extent of Closer Coordination Between Administrative 
Functions Occurring Since Collective Bargaining as Reported 
By Administrators in a Survey of Unionized Public Higher 
Education Institutions in the United States, May 1978. 
New England Nationwide 
Extent of 
Coordination Code 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
No Response 0 - - 2 2.2 
Seldom 1 2 11.1 8 8.6 
Occasionally 2 1 5.6 18 19.4 
More often 
than not 3 9 50.0 32 34.4 
Nearly Always 4 4 22.2 19 20.4 
Always 5 2 11.1 14 15.1 
Total 18 100.0% 93 100.0% 
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For New England the calculated mean was 2.839 and for the nation, 
2.807. This suggests that the actual extent of coordination since 
collective bargaining has occurred only on an "occasional’' basis. With¬ 
in this range, the coordination is characterized as being closer to 
"more often than not" than to "seldom". Although with a five point scale, 
clustering about the central value could occur and is reflected here in 
the modal value in each instance of 3.000, closer coordination has not 
occurred with any regularity. The degree of this coordination probably 
will increase over time and further experience with the collective 
bargaining process. 
Implementation of Procedures to Coordinate Personnel Procedures Through¬ 
out the Institution. Although general coordination was not expected on 
a widespread basis, collective bargaining was expected to cause the 
creation and implementation of a number of personnel procedures for the 
implementation of collective bargaining (see Table 5-11). The same 
five point scale was utilized here. The nationwide response to this 
question was expected to indicate a greater frequency of occurence than 
in New England. Experience with collective bargaining and with the 
administration of the agreement is suggested as the reason for the 
anticipated differences. Other reasons for coordination may relate 
to the volume and complexity of existing personnel procedures. Size 
and diversity of the institutions involved also suggest the anticipated 
result. Few schools, if any, were expected to report no such procedures. 
144 
TABLE 5-11 
Implementation of Procedures for the Institutional Coordi¬ 
nation of Personnel Procedures in New England as Reported 
by Administrators in a Survey of Public Higher Education 
Institutions in the United States, May 1978. 
New England Nationwide 
Extent of 
Implementation Code 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
No Response 0 - - 2 2.2 
Seldom 1 - - 4 4.3 
Occasionally 2 3 16.7 13 14.0 
More Often 
Than Not 3 5 27.8 22 23.7 
Nearly Always 4 6 33.3 26 28.0 
Always 5 4 22.2 26 28.0 
Total 18 100.0% 93 100.0% 
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The average response to this question for both population groups 
was contained in the value "more often than not". Although New England 
schools have less experience with collective bargaining, they have imple¬ 
mented a slightly greater number of personnel policy procedures to accom¬ 
modate bargaining. The higher degree of centralized bargaining in this 
region may account for much of this difference. Another reason may be 
found in the date of implementation of bargaining. New England schools 
have had the benefit of other institutions’ experiences with bargaining 
and have initiated a greater number of coordinating procedures to improve 
the personnel function in their particular school. Unions may also have 
learned from previous experience and have demanded more detailed proce¬ 
dures. Clearly, the implementation of personnel procedures is more likely 
to have occurred as a result of unionization than the coordination between 
administrative functions. 
Centralization of Professional Staff Benefits. Several causal factors 
have influenced the centralization of professional staff benefits. Of 
these, the creation of centralized administrative units appears to be a 
prime factor. The movement from campus-wide to system-wide administration 
has given rise to centralized or system-wide collective bargaining. 
Thus, the centralization of professional benefits most probably would 
have occurred even without the introduction of unionization. The results 
of this question may provide a measure of the degree of system central¬ 
ization as influenced by collective bargaining. The responses to this 
question may reflect the impact of collective bargaining (see Table 
5-12). 
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TABLE 5-12 
Centralization of Professional Staff Benefits as Reported 
by Administrators in a Survey of Unionized Public Higher 
Education Institutions in the United States, May 1978. 
New England Nationwide 
Extent of 
Centralization Code 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
No Response 0 - - 3 3.2 
Seldom 1 4 22.2 21 22.6 
Occasionally 2 - - 5 5.4 
More Often 
Than Not 3 3 16.7 11 11.8 
Nearly Always 4 4 22.2 21 22.6 
Always 5 7 38.9 32 34.4 
Total 18 100.0% 93 100.0% 
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Earlier suggestions of the greater occurrance of centralization 
or system-wide administrative units for the New England region are 
reflected in the results here. Coded mean values of 3.556 for New 
England and 3.236 for the nation as well as comparable coded median 
values of 4.000 and 3.714 respectively appear to confirm this. The 
coded modal values of 5.000 for both samples reinforces the anticipated 
outcome. The data indicate that greater centralization has occurred 
and that the greatest number of colleges and universities in each group 
report this "always” taking place. What cannot be determined from the 
frequencies is the extent to which collective bargaining has occasioned 
the changes indicated and to what extent the previously mentioned inter- 
* 
vening variables are causal factors in this result. 
Coordination of Collective Bargaining. For those schools which are not 
involved in centralized administration by unit or system, this question 
provides a measure of the extent to which collective bargaining has been 
centralized for the various employee populations across a given campus. 
For those campuses which are participants in system-wide organization, 
the results are an indication of the effect of both occurrences. No 
attempt was made to subdivide the question according to this more 
refined criterion because the concept of coordination, regardless of 
its sources, was the chief factor being examined. 
This area was expected to reflect the greatest impact of collective 
bargaining. As various functions develop and mature, including collec¬ 
tive bargaining, an increasing need for the coordination and control of 
that function arise. The result in some instances is decentralization, 
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but for specialized functions such as collective bargaining, a central¬ 
ization tendency is most often anticipated. This is reflected in the 
results (see Table 5-13). 
TABLE 5-13 
Coordination of Collective Bargaining as Reported by 
Administrators in a Survey of Unionized Public Higher 
Education Institutions in the United States, May 1978. 
New England Nationwide 
Extent of 
Coordination Code 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
No Response 0 1 5.6 2 2.2 
Seldom 1 - - 5 5.4 
Occasionally 2 - - 4 4.3 
More Often 
Than Not 3 2 11.1 7 7.5 
Nearly Always 4 6 33.3 15 16.1 
Always 5 9 50.0 60 64.6 
Total 18 100.0% 93 100.0% 
The mean values of the two groups - New England's of 4.167 and the 
nation's of 4.184 - appears to confirm the expectations expressed here. 
Again, the New England result may also be explained, in part, by the 
degree of coordinated or centralized bargaining occurring in this region. 
The medium values of 4.500 and 4.694 for the respective groups further 
reinforce the anticipated results. 
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Creation of Joint Faculty Administrative Committees. It was anticipated 
that collective bargaining might bring about an attempt to administer 
the negotiated agreement on a joint basis. In certain collective bar¬ 
gaining situations in the private, industrial relations sector, joint 
union-management committees have been created for administration of 
the contract. This often found in continuous bargaining situations where 
renewal dates are not established and negotiations are carried out as 
demanded or needed by either party. Higher educational agreements were 
not expected to feature such provisions, and therefore, the creation of 
joint faculty-administrative committees for the administration of the 
agreement, was not expected to occur. This was the result (see Table 
5-14). 
Future bargaining situations and more experienced bargaining 
situations are anticipated to involve joint management-employee committees 
for contract administration. These committees appear to be the result 
of mature bargaining relationships. Few of the collegiate bargaining 
situations have been in place long enough or to have evolved to the 
mature bargaining stage at the present time. A future study of joint 
faculty-administrative committees should begin to reveal the existance 
of such groups. It may begin in specialized areas such as those related 
to work load or personnel files before it involves the contract in its 
entirety. 
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TABLE 5-14 
Creation of Joint Faculty-Administrative Committees for the 
Purpose of Contract Administration as Reported by Adminis¬ 
trators in a Survey of Unionized Public Higher Education 
Institutions in the United States, May 1978. 
Extent of 
Occurrence Code 
New England Nationwide 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
No Response 0 1 5.6 3 3.2 
Seldom 1 7 38.9 42 45.2 
Occasionally 2 5 27.8 15 16.1 
More Often 
Than Not 3 1 5.6 9 9.7 
Nearly Always 4 — - 3 3.2 
Always 5 4 22.2 21 22.6 
Total 18 100.0% 93 100.0% 
The low means for these responses 2.222 for the region and ; 2.105 for 
the country - supported the expectation. In both instances, the most 
often reported response was "seldom" and is reflected in the 1.000 modal 
values for both groups. A number of schools report "always" as their 
response to this question and thereby indicate that joint committees of 
this type are being utilized. Future trends are expected to be found 
in this direction. The benefits from what has been termed "creative 
collective bargaining" appear to suggest that the cooperative adminis¬ 
tration of labor relations may be the mode for the future. At the 
present time, such a trend can only be anticipated and not predicted 
151 
with a high degree of certainty. The results of this question appear 
to support the "adversary" concept of unionization, which was confirmed 
in the interviews with campus administrators. 
Union Perceptions of the Administrative Response to Collective Bargaining. 
Union respondents as a group in both New England and the United States 
did not answer questions relating to provisions educational administrators 
have made for the introduction and/or accomodation of collective bargain¬ 
ing. Those responses which were recorded were of the "answer not known" 
or were designated with notations indicating their answers were intuitive 
in nature. The only question answered for training and development 
related to provisions for collective bargaining. For New England two 
respondents indicated such training had been instituted in 1975 and one 
that it had been instituted in 1977. For the national sample, three 
instances of training for labor negotiations for administrators, and one 
each was reported for the years 1970, 1976, 1977 and 1978. 
Long Range Planning. All 13 of the union respondents in New England and 
56 or (90.3%) of union leaders in the national sample reported the pre¬ 
paration of written long-range plans by their respective schools. This 
is a higher percentage than the administrative response for both groups 
and may reflect a relationship between planning and bargaining or could 
be the result of the small sample size. 
Information on the type of plans prepared and the year of intro¬ 
duction of long-range planning, where provided, closely followed the 
administrative estimate for these items. No noteworthy differences were 
detected. 
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For the New England region, the data on content of plans for 
organizational goals/and staffing approximates the administrative result. 
Union leaders reported that 46.2 percent of their plans contained budget 
items whereas administrators reported 73.3 percent. Personnel compen¬ 
sation was covered in planning 50.0 percent for administrative respondents 
and only 7.7 percent for union leaders. Union respondents noted that 
in 69.2 percent of the cases, compensation provisions were contained in 
the agreement while only 33.3 percent of administrators reported such 
provisions. This may reflect the newness of bargaining for administrative 
personnel or it may be the result of a small sample size for union re¬ 
spondents on this issue. 
Administrative Practices♦ In the realm of administrative practice, a 
disparity of result between administrative and union responses should 
be most evident. This was expected to result from differences in 
perceptions of the impact of collective bargaining on administrative 
i 
function and practice. It was anticipated that union leaders would 
report lower mean and median values for all questions of coordination, 
centralization, or creation of joint faculty-administrative committees. 
This result was expected to reflect an administrative perception that 
unionization was bringing about greater change than would actually result, 
and a union perception that such change as may have occurred was not of 
the same intensity as measured by administrative respondents. Different 
results may also reflect differing estimates of the meaning of the 
categories "seldom", "occasionally" and "more often than not" in res¬ 
ponding to the questions involved. The outcome generally supported the 
anticipated result (see Table 5-15). 
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Conclusion: Increased coordination appears to have occurred along 
several different dimensions. It has been greatest with reference to 
the collective bargaining function and in the centralization of profes- 
sional staff benefits. Moderate relationships were experienced in the 
implemention of policies and procedures for the institutional coordi¬ 
nation of personnel procedures and for the general concept of coordi¬ 
nation between administrative functions. The smallest degree of in¬ 
crease coordination was experienced in the creation of joint faculty- 
administrative committees for contract administration. 
The five dimensions utilized were interrelated and thus the 
responses given to one question may have influenced the answers given 
on the next question. These interrelationships could not be avoided; 
for example, collective bargaining is a subfunction of personnel and 
coordination generally is associated with increased numbers of pro¬ 
cedures and policies. A measure of the strength of these various 
paired relationships for the New England sample is provided in the 
Chi-Square statistic. It does not reveal the manner in which these 
variables are associated. Chi-Squares were calculated for each of the 
pairs of questions asked in this section. The significance levels of 
the Chi-Square statistic results are shown in Table 5-16. 
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Chi Square values were adjusted through the use of Cramer's V. 
Cramer's V was utilized to compensate for the cross-tabulation of tables 
involving a larger than 2x2 size. The "V" values range from 0 to +1 
with the larger values signifying a high degree of association and a 
"0" signifying no association. From Table 5-16, the following was 
concluded: 
Those questions involving a moderate degree of assoc¬ 
iation were: 
Collective Bargaining with Centralization of Staff 
Benefits. 
Closer Coordination of Administrative Functions with 
Centralization of Staff Benefits. 
Closer Coordination of Administrative Functions with 
all Questions except Centralization of Professional 
Staff Benefits. 
Implementation of Personnel Procedures with both 
Coordination of Collective Bargaining and Creation 
of Joint Committees. 
Centralization of Staff Benefits with Creation of 
Joint Committees. 
Coordination of Collective Bargaining with Creation 
of Joint Committees. 
Implemention of Personnel Procedures with Central¬ 
ization of Staff Benefits. 
A second measure of the dependence relationship was established 
by "selecting out" collective bargaining as a control variable for 
New England. Collective bargaining was chosen because of the nature 
of the study itself and because it was anticipated that the answers to 
this question would influence the responses to the other questions in 
this section. "Coordination of Collective Bargaining" was divided into 
two subcategories of response. The first included the two lowest possible 
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responses (seldom and occasionally) and the second subcategory included 
the remaining response choices (more often than not, nearly always, and 
always). Frequencies were then run for those two subgroups for their 
responses on the other four questions asked (see Table 5-17). 
It appears that responses to the question on the "Coordination of 
Collective Bargaining" are related to answers on other questions. They 
are inversely related to only one question - that pertaining to the 
creation of joint committees. This later result was suggested in the 
Cramer's V values obtained previously. 
The same process of analysis can be applied to the nationwide 
sample as well, and then a comparison made between the two groups to 
determine the relationship between New England and the nation as a 
whole. A similar cross-tabulation was prepared for the nationwide 
sample and Cramer's V was determined for each paired relationship. 
The results of the Cramer's V and the Chi Square tests for significance 
are found in Table 5-18. 
The justification for the use of Cramer's V has already been 
discussed. The results of this test with a possible range of values 
from 0 to +1 with +1 designating a high degree of association between 
questions suggest that for most pairs of questions only a moderate degree 
of association exists. Within the moderate range, the highest assoc¬ 
iation exists between closer coordination of administrative functions 
and the implementation of personnel procedures. The second highest 
degree of association exists between centralization of professional 
staff benefits and the implementation of personnel procedures. The 
third highest degree of association exists between the coordination 
of collective bargaining and the centralization of professional staff 
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staff benefits. The lowest degree of association in the moderate range 
appears to exist between the coordination of collective bargaining and 
the closer coordination of administrative functions. 
Pairs with a low degree of association include creation of joint 
committees with both coordination of collective bargaining and closer 
coordination of administrative functions. 
The second measure of the dependence relationship was again made 
by "selecting out" collective bargaining as a control variable for the 
United States. The division of responses here was the same as for the 
New England region. Frequencies were then run for the subgroups and 
the results of this frequency are summarized in Table 5-19. 
From Table 5-19, it is clear that the answers to the question on 
the coordination of collective bargaining are related to all but one 
other response in this section. The exception here, as in the New 
England instance, is the question on the creation of joint faculty- 
administrative committees. Although not as closely related to the 
Cramer’s V test as is the New England case, the creation of such joint 
committees appears to be the least related to all other questions posed 
in this section. 
Coordination appears to be most likely in those areas which are 
most directly related to the conduct of bargaining and the administration 
of the agreement, and seems to involve internally oriented administrative 
coordination rather than administrative-faculty cooperation. The evid¬ 
ence suggests that administrative practices have begun to change and 
change has to some degree been caused by the implementation of faculty 
collective bargaining. The direction is toward closer coordination and 
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TABLE 5-19 
Frequency of Subgroup Responses to "Coordination of 
Collective Bargaining" on Other Questions of Coordination 
and Control for the United States. 
Subgroup A (Low Response) Subgroup B (High Response) 
Type of 
Coordination 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
Closer Coordination 
of Administrative 
Functions 19 47.5 21 52.5 
Implemention of 
Personnel Procedures 11 28.2 29 71.8 
Centralization of 
Staff Benefits 6 15.0 34 85.0 
Creation of Joint 
Faculty-Administrative 
Committee 21 55.3 19 44.7 
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cooperation between administrators in particular and a more effective / 
and efficient functioning of the control in general. 
The one question in which the union response for both the New 
England region and the nation as a whole was higher than the administrative 
response occurred for the question of the creation of joint faculty- 
administrative committees. This may have been occasioned by the existance 
of committees whose duties have been redefined as a result of bargaining 
and for union leaders the perception that any committee reconstituted 
or newly created to deal with some aspect of administration would be 
classified as being a result of the bargaining process. Administrative 
respondents may have perceived such change as the result of factors 
other than bargaining such as statutory requirements and may have altered 
their classification accordingly. 
Summary. Union perception of the impact of collective bargaining on 
collegiate administration seems to closely parallel the results from 
administrative respondents. Some deviations were observed but may be 
explained by certain differences relating to the perception and attitudes 
of the parties involved in the bargaining process. Those differences 
which do occur appear to be differences of degree rather than substances. 
Footnotes 
Harvey Friedman, Conversation with the author, Amherst, 
Massachusetts, June 1977. 
CHAPTER VI 
RESULTS OF THE RESEARCH: IMPACT ON 
FACULTY GOVERNANCE 
This chapter will focus on the impact of academic collective 
bargaining on faculty governance and will include consideration of 
faculty governance, governing bodies such as senates, committee struc¬ 
ture and collegiality. 
Question VIII: How has the role of the faculty senate changed since 
the advent of bargaining? How can this change be characterized? 
This is the first of two questions posed with respect to faculty 
governance. The second companion question follows this one. One method 
of assessing any changes in the jurisdiction of the faculty governance 
body or "senate" is to determine those functions that were performed by 
the senate prior to bargaining and then looking at any changes in those 
functions after collective bargaining. For the "since bargaining" 
condition, it was determined that three possible outcomes existed. 
These were the following: Maintained by the senate, assumed by the 
union, or administered by a joint senate/union organization. Each of 
these was combined with the inclusion or non-inclusion of the function 
by the senate prior to bargaining to yield the possible combinations 
of outcomes (including no response) for which responses were reported. 
Three respondents did not reply to this question. From the tables, 
certain results are apparent. None of the functions which were under 
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the jurisdiction of the senate prior to unionization have been reas¬ 
signed on a tripartite basis with part to the union, part to the senate 
and a part to joint administration. Few new functions appear to be 
jointly administered by senate and union. Since collective bargaining, 
, unions have assumed jurisdiction over a far larger number of new govern¬ 
ance functions than have senates. Of those functions under the aegis 
of senates prior to collective bargaining, more have been assumed by 
the unions than by the senates. Of those other functions held by the 
senate before the advent of unionization, approximately the same number 
have been divided between the two groups for separate administration 
than have been administrated jointly. Overall, unions in New England 
appear to have taken over or now control a greater number of traditional 
governance functions than have their senate counterparts. Senates can 
be said to have experienced a dimunition in the nature and scope of 
their governance functions. 
Several causes may be advanced for these changes. If New England 
collegiate governance organizations were relatively weak or ineffective, 
then a "union takeover" could have been accomplished more easily than 
if a strong faculty governance mechanism existed. The unions organizing 
the campuses in New England may have made a particularly strong effort 
to assume these functions. Since many of these governance functions 
are components of the generally accepted "subjects for bargaining," 
such an absorption would have been inevitable. This is reflected in 
these results. Senates have maintained control over policy nonmonetary 
functions such as academic affairs, committee assignments, and profess¬ 
ional relations; while unions have become involved with salaries and 
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benefits, grievances and other terms and conditions of employment. 
These results were anticipated from the literature and have been con¬ 
firmed here. Clearly, the role of the New England faculty senate has 
changed and that change may be characterized as representing a dimuni¬ 
tion of responsibility and an alteration in the nature and scope of 
traditional senate functions. 
To put the New England situation into better perspective, a brief 
review of the regional situation vis-a-vis the functions of governance 
will be presented here (see Table 6-1). The comparable nationwide 
results are found in Table 6-2. 
The two tables permit a comparison of results between New England 
and the nation as a whole. The governance functions selected were 
chosen because of their relation to personnel issues and the frequency 
of their mention by the collegiate administrators interviewed in the 
first portion of this research study. The order of the listing in the 
tables has no significance. 
It was anticipated that the New England region would closely resemble 
the nationwide sample in terms of results. Differences would relate to 
duration of bargaining experience, differences in the structure of 
governance prior to the inception of bargaining, and the actual collective 
bargaining experience. Other differences could involve sample size and 
the low response rate. Greater similarity was expected for those items 
related most directly to personnel policy areas and least in areas 
concerning academic affairs and selection. 
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The nation-wide sample exhibits many of the same characteristics 
as the New England group. Two instances of functions under the pre¬ 
bargaining aegis of senates were reported to be shifted to a union- 
vsenate-joint administration. These were the academic affairs and the 
grievance functions. The preponderance of new post-bargaining functions 
are controlled exclusively by unions. There is also seen a sizable 
increase in newly created functions which are jointly or cooperatively 
administered. Of those formally controlled by senates, there appears 
to be a parallel relationship between the "prior and union" and "prior 
and senate" responses for both the New England and national sample. An 
' apparent domination by unions over senates in the grievance realm is ^ 
also reflected. However, senates have retained control over academic 
affairs and committee assignments. As anticipated, they have maintained 
the least control over matters of wages, hours, and working conditions. 
In some instances, this may reflect the lack of senate power or juris¬ 
diction over wage, hour and working condition matters. 
The New England result may be best described as typical of the 
nation as a whole. Faculty governance is changing in terms of the distri¬ 
bution of power between traditional faculty governance forms such as 
the senate and the unions. Unions are assuming many of the functions * 
formerly considered the province of the senate. Other functions are 
being introduced by unions in the process and content of bargaining. / 
Thus, the results anticipated from the literature on faculty governance 
tend to be supported by this research. At the present, it is not clear 
that the suggested trend toward the joint jurisdiction of senate and 
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union over governance has much impetus. This may be a future direction, 
but at present unions appear to be dominating the governance function 
/ in terms of its nature and content across the nation in general and in 
New England in particular. 
Question IX; How can the relationship between the faculty governance 
structure and the union organization be characterized? 
This question was designed to consider the totality of the rela¬ 
tionship between the faculty "senate" or other form of governance and 
the union. Where the previous research question focuses on the functions 
of governance, the concern here is establishing the character of the 
interaction between the two groups. Several such arrangements are 
possible as well as feasible. These include the following: 
(1) Unions replacing traditional forms of governance. 
(2) Unions cooperating with existing governance groups. 
(3) Unions operating on a separate or dual adversary 
basis with campus governance groups. 
(4) A combination effect, where a mix of the alternatives 
is utilized. 
Unions Replacing Traditional Forms of Governance. The literature 
suggested that no clear trend has yet emerged in the nature and direction 
of the relationship under consideration here. Thus, no definite pattern 
was expected to emerge. However, the results of the previous section 
suggested that unions have not only assumed many traditional functions 
of senates but created new areas of influence as well. This suggests 
that a pattern of the replacement of traditional forms of governance by 
the union form of organization is occurring. Strong support does not 
appear to exist for the other contentions. Other data for this research 
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question were obtained from the interviews with campus administrators 
and from a tabulation of four open-ended questions appearing at the end 
of the questionnaire. 
The first question posed asked respondents to suggest any areas 
beyond those enumerated in Tables 6-1 and 6-2 where unions have replaced 
traditional forms of governance. 
Although a limited response was expected and obtained for this 
question, several items did appear more often than others. Respondents 
indicated that collective bargaining did not replace traditional forms 
of governance but in fact has become the first form of governance experi¬ 
enced by the faculty of the institution. This response was limited to 
community college respondents. Others suggested that the change has 
been one of intensity rather than of actual loss in function. Where 
governance has traditionally been responsible for personnel actions and 
for establishing the terms and conditions of employment, the greatest 
usurption of power by unions has occurred. On those campuses where a 
weak form of campus governance has existed, the incursion by unions into 
the jurisdiction of senates has been characterized by extremes. Either 
the senate has continued unaltered or has been totally replaced by the 
union. According to one university vice president and two state college 
presidents, they had nothing to lose since no organization even existed. 
In effect, the union has become the governance organization for faculty 
at many schools. The ineffective campus governance organization has 
been one of the factors influencing the movement toward collegiate 
bargaining. 
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Unions Cooperating with Existing Campus Governance Organizations. 
Evidence gathered from interviews and responses to this question suggest 
several types of cooperation. For sample, several respondents indicated 
that senates have assumed the policy formulation function, while unions 
have attempted to activate the policy through negotiation of its content 
into collective bargaining agreements. In a few instances, other types 
of cooperative behavior have taken the form of increased communication 
between groups having the senate serve as a filtering device for the 
prenegotiation exploration of issues, and of specific joint involvement 
in areas such as academic affairs and professional standards. 
Other types of behavior reported as cooperative are classified by 
this researcher as dual or parallel in nature and as such will be con¬ 
sidered as belonging to the alternative mode described in the next 
section. In every reported instance the cooperation was classified as 
informal in nature. In no case was a formal, written agreement of 
cooperation mentioned. Where a cooperative mode exists, it is generally 
reported to have developed through time. On-campus interviews suggested 
that attempts were often made during campus unionization campaigns to 
enlist the support of campus governance leaders or, where this could not 
be achieved, to do nothing which would alienate the faculty and thereby 
adversely effect the union election. On campuses where a strong, effective 
governance system was already in existence, the degree of cooperation 
appears to have been strong. The cooperative mode emerges as represent¬ 
ing an indicator of one of two possible trends. The first is the tran¬ 
sitional indicator where cooperation marks the period in which the two 
representative forces of senate and union are working together as each 
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gained or diminished in strength and remains in a transitional state 
until one comes to dominate and eventually eliminate the other. The 
other type might be characterized as a permanent mode of operation where 
each group, senate and union, are establishing separate spheres of in¬ 
fluences within the totality of campus governance. 
Dual Union/Senate Operation of the Governance Mechanism. This form of 
operation has been suggested in the literature as being one of the most 
likely modes of organization for the future. It represents a form of 
cooperative behavior in which the parties have delineated lines of 
accountability and responsibility. Each party has established a separate 
sphere of influence. These may be of a mutually dependent or independent 
nature, but they exist as clearly distinguishable entities. From the 
division of functions between the union and the senate considered in 
Question VIII, several instances of this mode of operation were reported. 
Evidence of a clearly definable trend cannot be inferred from these data 
alone. Responses from interviewees suggests that dual systems have often 
been established unions and senates which feature unions assuming the 
functions relating to wages, hours, and working conditions as delineated 
as negotiable under a given state statue. Senates assume jurisdiction in 
those areas not under the provinces of collective bargaining. The role of 
the senate becomes dependent on the scope of bargainable issues available 
for negotiation by the union. Typically areas of concern including 
curriculum reform and other such "academic affairs" become the senate's 
affair and all other considerations revert to union jurisdiction. 
Administrators commented that a dual system appears to confuse issues 
174 
in debates over boundaries of authority and to clarify them by forcing 
the resolution of such questions of authority and scope of responsi¬ 
bility. Beyond this, there is little evidence to support the contention / 
that dual systems will disappear, but rather dual systems apparently 
have been and will continue to be established on many campuses. Where 
they are founded on a cooperative mode, they are likely to thrive and be 
effective; however, where they are founded in an adversary mode, they 
are likely to evolve into a comparative arrangement which is eventually 
characterized as a win-loss situation for the participants. 
The Mixed-Effect in Campus Governance. The mixed-effect type of gover¬ 
nance appears to be characterized by a transitional precursor of a 
permanent cooperative mode or a mature collective bargaining relation¬ 
ship. Those schools which reported such arrangements are those which 
have been organized for the longest period of time, had a strong senate 
form of governance prior to bargaining, and had system or level-wide 
collective bargaining. Interviews with campus administrators confirmed 
this characterization. Although only a few schools reported such 
arrangements, those which did all ranked high along these dimensions. 
Although some organized campuses which met the criteria mentioned here 
four could not be classified as belonging to this group, they appeared 
to be in transition to this stage. Of the schools in the sample, all 
others which had dual-types of governance systems, met the three criteria. 
Summary. The relationship between faculty governance and unionization 
has been found to be characterized as having one of four distinct forms. 
However, none of the forms has emerged as the dominant mode for collegiate 
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institutions in either the region or the nation as a whole. The transi¬ 
tional nature of faculty governance systems at this time accounts for 
much of the uncertainty in this regard. Those trends which are suggested 
♦ 
can not be anything more than tentative assertions. As more experience 
with unionization has been accumulated, the nature and direction of the 
senate/union governance relationship should be revealed with greater 
clarity than is evident at this time. 
Question X: Has the committee structure or jurisdiction changed since 
the advent of collective bargaining by faculty? What is the nature of 
this change? 
Another measure of the impact of unionization on collegiate 
governance may be found through an assessment of the changes which have 
occurred in committee organization on-campus. Committees can be exam¬ 
ined from a composition or a functional standpoint. Each dimension 
provides an indication of the impact of collective bargaining on 
governance in general and the committee form of decision-making in 
particular. 
Composition of Committees 
There are several ways to examine the composition of committees. 
Among these are included chairmanship of the faculty governance organi¬ 
zation and membership on personnel committees. Each of these will be 
considered. 
Chairmanship of the Eaculty Governance Organization. The chairmanship 
of the faculty governance organization is often viewed as a position of 
power and influence on a collegiate campus. Therefore, the impact of 
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unionization on this position should be a good indication of the impact 
of bargaining on the governance function (see Table 6-3). 
TABLE 6-3 
Impact of Collective Bargaining on Chairmanship of Faculty 
Governance Organization as Perceived by Administrators 
from a Survey of Unionized Public Higher Education Insti¬ 
tutions in the United States, May 1978. 
Type of 
Response 
New England United States 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
No Response 2 11.1 4 4.7 
Seldom 10 55.5 31 36.5 
Occasionally 3 16.6 15 17.6 
More often than not 1 5.6 9 10.6 
Nearly always 1 5.6 4 4.7 
Always 1 5.6 22 25.9 
Total 18 100.0% 85 100.0% 
The mean value for the New England administrative group occurred 
"seldom" and "occasionally" for the national sample. The most frequent 
response for both regions was "seldom." 
For union leaders, the national sample mean response was also 
"occasionally" but for New England was "more often than not." The differ¬ 
ence in the New England group may be the result of sample size or may 
reflect other factors. The small sample size of the New England group 
makes the meaning of a statistical test of the significance of the 
difference of the means or medians of doubtful value here. The mean 
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value for the administrative response was 2.60, median 2.81 and for the 
union responses 3.15 for the mean value and 3.75 for the median value. 
Administrators may have perceived the chairmanship of the governance 
organization as having low prestige and have minimized the impact of 
unionization upon the position or union leaders may have perceived the 
position as having high prestige and influence and overrated the impact 
of unionization on it. Other reasons for the results may be inherent 
in the position itself. The chairmanship of a campus faculty governance 
organization is most apt to be an individual who possess personal and 
professional security. The position is recognized as one of importance 
on the campus. Administrators indicated a view of the position as one 
of considerable political power prestige and high visability on a 
campus. The arrival of unionization on any campus poses a direct threat 
to this position. All of these factors suggested a low impact result 
for collective bargaining's impact on this position. The data frequencies 
appear to confirm these expectations. 
t 
Membership of Personnel Committees. The second dimension to be assessed 
will be the composition of personnel committees. The personnel committee 
was selected as an indicator of the impact of collective bargaining 
because of its importance on collegiate campuses and because of the 
likelihood of its existence on any given campus (see Table 6-4). 
Personnel committees should deal with a wide variety of personnel 
issues and as such could experience a dimunition of prestige and 
authority on a campus once collective bargaining has come into exist¬ 
ence and a contract has been negotiated. 
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TABLE 6-4 
Impact of Collective Bargaining on Membership of Personnel 
Committees as Reported by Administrators in a Survey of 
Unionized Public Higher Education in the United States, 
May 19 7 8. 
Type of 
Response 
New England United States 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
No Response 1 6.3 5 6.0 
Seldom 7 43.7 30 36.2 
Occasionally 1 6.3 13 15.7 
More often than not 2 12.4 8 9.6 
Nearly always 1 6.3 8 9.6 
Always 4 25.0 19 22.9 
Total 16 100.0% 83 100.0% 
The mean values for this table occur in the "occasionally" range 
for both New England and the national sample, and the median response 
is "seldom" for New England and "occasionally" for the nation. The 
same range result was recorded for union leaders in both regions for 
this question. Several explanations for the low reported impact of 
collective bargaining on this committee are possible. Personnel 
committees performed a variety of functions on most campuses. This 
committee is often comprised of the most senior faculty members. It has 
a great deal of institutional prestige and power; its members therefore, 
are the least likely to be personally or professionally influenced by 
unionization. Thus collective bargaining probably would have only a 
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y moderate to slight impact on the membership of such committees. This 
assumption appears to be supported by the data. 
The Functioning of Committees 
Of the many committees on a campus, several were selected as the 
most likely to be impacted by collective bargaining. These were the 
functions of the personnel committee, the function of the faculty appeal 
or grievance committee, and the overall functioning of the campus gover¬ 
nance committee. 
Function of the Personnel Committee. Many of the functions of this 
committee are of immediate concern to collegiate unions. It was expected 
that collective bargaining would have been a substantial impact on the 
function of this particular committee (see Table 6-5). 
TABLE 6-5 
The Impact of Collective Bargaining on the Function of 
Faculty Personnel Committees as Perceived by Administrators 
in a Survey of Unionized Public Higher Education Institu¬ 
tions in the United States, May 1978. 
Type of 
Response 
New England United States 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
No Response 1 6.3 5 5.9 
Seldom 4 25.0 20 23.5 
Occasionally 2 12.5 15 17.6 
More often than not — — 8 9.4 
Nearly always 5 31.2 14 16.5 
Always 4 25.0 23 27.1 
Total 16 100.0% 85 100.0% 
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These results appear to negate the assumption of a substantial 
impact. For the New England region, with a mean occurring in the 
"occasionally" category and a median value of "more often than not", 
such an effect cannot be demonstrated with a high degree of success. 
For the country as a whole, the mean occurs in the "more often than not" 
category and registers a median in the same range. Union leaders 
reported a similiar result for both New England and the United States. 
For the national sample, the administration results appear to cluster 
at either end of the response continuum with 35 responses for the lowest 
two values and 37 responses for the highest two values a similiar 
clustering is reported for union leaders respondents. Several factors 
may account for the results here. Many schools have no personnel 
committees; of those that do, few responded to the question. For others 
unionization may not have been in effect long enough for administrators 
to properly assess its impact. 
Functions of the Faculty Grievance Committee. Many schools had never 
developed a formal grievance committee prior to collective bargaining. 
For those which have developed such a committee several possible impacts 
from collective bargaining were possible. Unionization could eliminate 
the need for a separate grievance committee. The grievance committee 
could become more involved in policy issues, or bargaining could have 
originated the grievance mechanism for a given school. Any one or more 
of these outcomes should result in a high impact reading. Since the 
grievance procedure constitutes one of the most significant and basic 
**1 • - 
parts of any collective bargaining agreement, it seemed unlikely that a 
low impact would be recorded. The results here appear to substantiate 
this expectation (see Table 6-6). 
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TABLE 6-6 
The Impact of Collective Bargaining on the Faculty Griev¬ 
ance Committee as Reported by Administrators from a Survey 
of Unionized Public Higher Education Institutions in the 
United States, May 1978. 
Type of 
Response 
New England United States 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
No Response 1 6.7 3 3.5 
Seldom 4 26.6 15 17.6 
Occasionally - - 2 2.4 
More often than not 3 20.0 9 10.6 
Nearly always 1 6.7 13 15.3 
Always 6 40.0 43 50.6 
Total 15 100.0% 85 100.0% 
Table 6-6 reflects the high impact of bargaining on this committee. 
Here 46.7 percent of the New England administrative responses occurred 
in either the "always" or the "nearly always" categories and for the 
nation, 65.9 percent of the responses were also distributed within these 
two response levels. Means in both groups occurred in the "more often 
than not" group. Means also were reported for union respondents in the 
same range. Thus the expectation that it does have an impact is 
confirmed. 
Effectiveness of Campus Governance. A general indication of the impact 
of bargaining on the committee system or organization is found in exam¬ 
ining the effect of unionization on campus governance as a totality. 
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The stronger the campus governance organization, the less impact bargain¬ 
ing should have on its functioning. Thus, the measure here may be weigh¬ 
ing the strength of governance organizations as much as providing an 
indication of the bargaining impact (see Table 6-7). 
TABLE 6-7 
The Impact of Collective Bargaining on the Effectiveness of 
Campus Governance Organizations as Reported by Administrators 
in a Survey of 
in the United 
Unionized 
States, May 
Public Higher 
1978. 
Education Institutions 
New England United States 
Type of Absolute Relative Absolute Relative 
Response Frequency Frequency % Frequency Frequency % 
No response 1 5.6 3 3.4 
Seldom 6 33.3 17 19.1 
Occasionally 6 33.3 19 21.3 
More often than not 4 22.2 19 21.3 
Nearly always 1 5.6 15 16.9 
Always - - 16 18.0 
Total 18 100.0% 89 100.0% 
The mean for New England administrators is "seldom", but slightly 
below the "occasionally" response. For the United States it is in the 
"occasionally" category but approaches "more often than not." Union 
responses for both New England and the United States occur in the 
"occasionally" range. The distribution of frequencies for the nation 
are concentrated in far greater proportion in the middle three categories 
of responses for both administrators and union leaders. Apparently 
New England governance functions have been strong and thus able to resist 
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unionization or that the unions organizing this region were not strong 
enough to exert a high degree of impact. Union leaders perceive the 
impact of collegiate unions to be greater in New England than do their 
administrative counterparts. The more recent experience with collective 
bargaining in New England may also be a factor here. The unions have 
not had enough time to impact to the same degree as has been the case 
in the rest of the country. Of these possibilities, the last appears 
most likely. 
Relationships Between Questions. To ascertain the extent of the inter¬ 
relationship between the New Engalnd responses to one question and the 
responses to any other question in this group, cross-tabulation of the 
various pairs of questions were constructed. The significance level 
was ascertained and Cramer's V was calculated for each pair (see Table 
6-8). Using the Cramer's V values of 0 to +1, with +1 signifying a 
high degree of association, the following conclusions are possible: 
Only two questions involved a moderately high degree of association. 
These two were: 
Function of Personnel Committee and membership on the Personnel 
Committee. Faculty Grievance and chairman of faculty governance. Of 
the remaining pairs of questions, all exhibited a moderate degree of 
association. There were no pairs of questions which exhibit a low 
degree of association. 
The same procedure can be followed for the national sample as 
well (see Table 6-9). 
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Examining the results of the Cramer's V test, associations between 
questions could be summarized as follows: All pairs of questions 
exhibited a moderate degree of association with each other. The highest 
degree of association was exhibited between the functions of the person¬ 
nel committee and the membership on the personnel committee, and the 
lowest between the chairman of faculty governance and the membership on the 
personnel committee. 
A second test was performed to assess the dependence relationships 
between questions. This was accomplished by again "selecting out" a 
control variable. The control variable chosen was the faculty grievance 
committee because of its relationship to collective bargaining. Answers 
to this question might influence responses to the other questions in 
this section. The "faculty grievance committee" was subdivided into 
two response categories. The first subgroup contained all the lowest 
possible responses (seldom and occasionally) while the second subgroup 
contained the remaining response choices (more often than not, nearly 
always, and always). Frequencies were then determined for these groups 
for their responses on the other questions asked in this section (see 
Table 6-10). 
Interest here is in ascertaining whether a respondent’s answer 
to the question on faculty grievance committees impacted upon the 
response to other questions in this section of the questionnaire. 
The greatest impact was expected in those areas most closely related 
to grievance such as personnel and least on governance. 
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TABLE 6-10 
Frequency of Subgroup Responses to "Faculty Grievance 
Committee" on Other Questions of Committee Jurisdiction 
and Structure for New England from a Survey of Unionized 
Public Higher Education Institutions in the United States, 
May, 1973. 
Subgroup A (Low Response) Subgroup B (High Response) 
Type of Committee Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
Function Personnel 
Committee 3 33.3 6 66.7 
Membership Personnel 
Committee 5 55.6 4 44.4 
Chairmanship 
Faculty Governance 6 66.7 3 33.3 
Effectiveness 
Governance 
Organization 2 20.0 8 80.0 
From Table 6-10 it is evident that the answers to the grievance question 
did impact on the answers to the other questions. The effect is seen 
in the high relative frequencies for the low responses to this question 
relating to functions of the personnel committee and effectiveness of 
campus governance and high relative frequencies for high responses to 
the other questions on membership on the personnel committee and the 
chairmanship of faculty governance. 
The same test can be applied to the nationwide sample. The same 
question was selected as the control variable here as for the New 
England groups (see Table 6-11). 
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TABLES 6-11 
Frequency of Subgroup Response to "Faculty Grievance 
Committee" on Other Questions of Committee Jurisdiction 
and Structure for the United States from a Survey of 
Unionized Public Higher Education Institutions in the 
United States, May 1978. 
Subgroup A (Low Response) Subgroup B (High Response) 
Type of Committee Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
Function Personnel 
Committee 18 30.0 42 70.0 
Membership Personnel 
Committee 22 38.0 36 62.0 
Chairmanship Faculty 
Governance 29 46.8 33 53.2 
Effectiveness Campus 
Governance Organization 18 28.2 46 71.8 
Of those answering the question of grievance, a greater percentage 
answered it with a "High" response than those with a low response answer 
to the question. Although the relationship of these answers is not as 
dramatically high as were those for the New England group, the direction 
is still evident. The larger sample size may have influenced this 
result as well and perhaps diminished the intensity of the effect of 
the responses of one question upon other questions. Another reason 
for the disparity could be the differences in the two population groups. 
With the nation’s responses as indicated previously from the Cramer's V 
test exhibiting a lower association than its New England counterpart, 
a lower relationship might have been anticipated. 
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Conclusion. Collective bargaining does not appear to have exerted as 
great an influence on committee structure and functioning as it has had 
on other aspects of the governance relationship. Its greatest impact 
appears to have been on the grievance committee. This result was antici¬ 
pated because this particular committee is most closely aligned in 
function to the collective bargaining process. As collective bargaining 
increases in strength, the need for a separate grievance committee 
diminishes. The impact was felt in the impact of unionization on the 
chairmanship of the faculty governance organization. All other impacts 
ranged in their significance between these two. Although the committee 
form of organization is not explicitly an administrative responsibility, 
j one of the unique characteristics of the campus governance system is that 
it delegates to the faculty on either a formal or informal basis some 
>^of the personnel functions reserved elsewhere as management policy or 
practice. Thus, an impact on the faculty system of committee organization 
^ and governance is by extension, an impact upon the administration of the 
institution. 
Question XI: What is the character of the impact of collective 
bargaining on faculty collegiality? 
Collegiality involves the entire concept of faculty participation -jk 
in institutional decision-making and is most often associated with 
faculty organizations. Some aspects of collegiality have been reviewed 
and concerned the impact of unionization on the role of the governance 
organization, the relationship between the governance organization and 
the union. This question was designed to tap an additional dimension 
of the concept of collegiality and will be viewed from three perspectives. 
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First, from the length of time faculty governance systems have been in 
existence; second, the impact of collective bargaining on the compos¬ 
ition of the collegial governance group; and finally, general impressions 
of administrators concerning the impact of unionization on collegiality 
in their respective institutions. 
The Longevity of Faculty Governance Systems. At this time, 74.2 percent 
of all organized New England schools and 69.9 percent of the nation’s 
institutions report the existence of some form of faculty governance 
organization. The distribution of governance organizations by type of 
institution reveal a ranking in descending order of universities, state 
colleges, and community colleges (see Table 6-12). 
Table 6-12 
Years Governance Systems Have Been in Existence as Reported 
by Administrators in a Survey of Unionized Public Higher 
Education Institutions in the United States, May 1978. 
New England Nationwide 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
No response - - 1 1.5 
0-2 years 1 7.7 4 6.3 
3-5 years 5 38.5 11 17.2 
6-8 years 1 7.7 5 7.8 
9 or more years 6 46.2 43 67.2 
Total 31 100.0% 64 100.0% 
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The mean length of time schools in New England have been involved 
in governance is three to five years and for the United States it is 
six to eight years. Colleges and universities in New England have 
utilized some form of governance slightly less longer than their 
national counterparts. The greatest number of schools in both groups 
have over nine years of experience with collegial governance. Govern¬ 
ance systems have been firmly established in collegiate education. They 
are least likely to be found in the community colleges and most likely 
to be in existence in the state colleges and universities. 
Impact of Collective Bargaining on Constituency of Governance Bodies. 
An analysis of the voting constituencies of governance groups provides 
an indication of the ability of collective bargaining to affect collegi- 
ality. Where unionization has resulted in a realignment of voting 
members or the inclusion and/or exclusion of certain types of members, 
it has altered the strength of collegiality. Table 6-13 depicts the 
frequency of representation by various types of groups before and after 
collective bargaining. 
These groups were selected after a review of constituent bodies 
as reported by administrators in the pretest stage of this research. 
It was intended to encompass all groups which might be involved in 
campus governance. Faculty were divided by tenured and nontenured 
rather than by rank to allow the broadest response from schools with 
and without rank such as assistant, associate, and full professor. 
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TABLES 6-13 
The Impact of Collective Bargaining on the Voting Constitu¬ 
encies of Faculty Governance Organizations as Reported by 
Administrators from a Survey of Unionized Public Higher 
Education Institutions in the United States, May 1978. 
Constituency 
Not Represented 
New England United States 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
Students 6 24.0 30 27.6 
Staff 5 20.0 25 23.0 
Adminis tra tive 
Excluding 
Department Chairman 2 8.0 19 17.5 
Department Chairman 6 24.0 18 16.6 
Tenured Faculty 3 12.0 7 6.1 
Non-tenured Faculty 3 12.0 10 9.2 
Total 25 100.0 109 100.0 
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continued 
TABLES 6-13 
The Impact of Collective Bargaining on the Voting Constitu¬ 
encies of Faculty Governance Organizations as Reported by 
Administrators from a Survey of Unionized Public Higher 
Education Institutions in the United States, May 1978. 
Represented Prior 
to Collective Bargaining 
Constituency 
New England United States 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
Students 3 18.7 16 15.0 
Staff 4 25.0 19 17.8 
Adminis t ra tive 
Excluding 
Department Chairman 4 25.0 19 17.8 
Department Chairman 1 6.3 16 15.0 
Tenured Faculty 2 12.5 19 17.8 
Non-tenured Faculty 2 12.5 18 16.4 
Total 16 100.0 107 100.0 
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continued 
TABLES 6-13 
The Impact of Collective Bargaining on the Voting Constitu¬ 
encies of Faculty Governance Organizations as Reported by 
Administrators from a Survey of Unionized Public Higher 
Education Institutions in the United States, May 1978. 
Represented Since 
Collective Bargaining 
Constituency 
New England United States 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
Students 2 22.3 8 20.3 
Staff 1 11.0 5 12.9 
Administrative 
Excluding 
Department Chairman 2 22.3 6 15.4 
Department Chairman 1 11.0 6 15.4 
Tenured Faculty 1 11.0 7 18.0 
Non-tenured Faculty 2 22.4 7 18.0 
Total 9 100.0 39 100.0 
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TABLES 6-13 
The Impact of Collective Bargaining on the Voting Constitu¬ 
encies of Faculty Governance Organization as Reported by 
Administrators from a Survey of Unionized Public Higher 
Education Institutions in the United States, May 1978. 
Represented Both Prior and 
Since Collective Bargaining 
Consituency 
/ 
New England United States 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
Students 4 10.3 20 10.9 
Staff 5 12.5 24 13.1 
Administrative 
Excluding 
Department Chairman 7 17.5 29 15.8 
Department Chairman 7 17.5 33 18.0 
Tenured Faculty 9 22.5 40 21.8 
Non-tenured Faculty 8 20.0 38 20.4 
Total 40 100.0 184 100.0 
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The first group consists of those respondents who have never been 
constituents of a campus governance organization. The second includes 
those who were voting members prior to the advent of unionization but 
did not indicate membership after collective bargaining. The third 
group are those who reported representation beginning after the advent 
of bargaining and the final group consists of those who were members 
both prior to and since collective negotiations. 
Not represented. Students, department chairmen, and staff are the 
three groups reporting the greatest lack of representation among the 
New England groups, while across the nation, students and staff con¬ 
stitute the largest nonvoting members. The least omitted groups were 
tenured and non-tenured faculty. 
Represented Prior to Collective Bargaining. In the New England region, 
department chairmen are least likely to vote on governance bodies and 
students and tenured faculty are the next least likely members. Across 
the nation, the larger sample provides a slightly different picture. 
Students remain the least likely to be constituents but staff and 
department chairmen are less apt to be voting members than administrators 
and faculty. Staff groups and non-tenured faculty are represented more 
often in New England and department chairmen and tenured faculty are 
voters in greater number than their counterparts in the other sample 
groups. 
Represented Since Collective Bargaining. Since the introduction of 
unionization, changes have occurred in the relative frequencies of 
voting members. The role of students and staff has increased but the 
representation of department chairmen and tenured faculty has declined. 
Thus, in terms of direct influence on collegiality, there has been a 
dimunition in the impact of administrators on the regional collegial 
system. Across the nation, students and non-tenured faculty constitute 
the largest voting blocks by percentage, and, again administrators have 
lost voting power. 
Represented Prior and Since Collective Bargaining. Where voting members 
have participated in governance prior to bargaining, they appear to 
have maintained their power advantage. Tenured faculty and non-tenured 
faculty have dominated these governance bodies but not by any appreciable 
percentage. Students and staff have the least amount of voting power 
in these governance situations. 
Impact of Collective Bargaining on Governance Constituencies. Collective 
bargaining appears to have brought about a rearrangement in the distri¬ 
bution of voting members in collegiate campus governance. Those colle¬ 
gial groups which reported no representation prior to bargaining appear 
to have made inroads into the governance structure. Other reasons, 
beyond collective bargaining, could account for this. The increasing 
emphasis on consumerism and the political pressures from students may 
have brought about their involvement in governance. Faculty members 
appear to have gained in their voting strength on these bodies since 
bargaining but only on a national basis. New England faculty have 
experienced a fairly consistent relative voting strength but there 
appears to have been a shift within the faculty group to a greater 
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emphasis on tenured faculty vis-a-vis non-tenured faculty. Administra¬ 
tive groups including department chairmen and other types of administra¬ 
tive personnel have found it difficult to gain power in those situations 
where they had no membership prior to bargaining. They have maintained 
their relative position in those instances where they were constitutents 
before unionization on a given campus. However, the clear and distinct¬ 
ive trends for the impact of collective bargaining on the arrangement 
of collegial relationships in governance organizations are still not 
possible. The impact of other mitigating influences further cloud the 
issue. Unionization should be considered one of the several impacting 
factors whose particular role remains to be clarified. 
General Impact of Unionization on Gollegiality. Interviews with campus 
administrators suggested a variety of changes in the collegial relation¬ 
ships. Some have been alluded to earlier in this chapter. These 
changes were also reported on the survey questionnaire in the question 
of the major impact of bargaining on management policies and programs. 
The most frequent observation from administrators was that they were 
losing their identity as colleagues and were now viewed by faculty as 
professional administrative personnel. However, faculty may have 
sensed a loss of collegial relationships with administrator prior to 
unionization and not as a result of it. Bargaining appeared to be 
forcing administrators into formal management roles. 
The typical administrator reported a career path which originated 
as a faculty appointment, moved through a department chairmen or dean 
stage, and then finally resulted in a high level administrative functions. 
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but after the introduction of bargaining, they had become adversaries 
of those from whose ranks they had come. 
V 
Collective bargaining has reinforced these feelings. As members 
of management, department chairmen and other administrators have been 
excluded from bargaining units because of the supervisory nature of 
their duties. 
Others have reported the depersonalization of their function. As 
alluded to earlier, unionization has diminished the utilization of 
personalized decision-making and, in the process, created a more bureau¬ 
cratic and impersonal leadership climate. Decision-making has become 
more consistent and the lines of authority clarified. Administrators 
suggest that all of these occurrances have been at the expense of 
collegiality. 
Several respondents indicated that collegiality had been effective 
because faculties were mobile and professional opportunities were 
plentiful. Peer judgment remains important but it is in the process 
of being regularized through the collective agreement. Present demand 
and supply conditions for the professoriate have amplified these flaws 
which have always existed in the administration of a collegial system. 
Thus, what begins as procedural clarification of the collegial process 
becomes the ultimate replacement for it. Administrators are unanimous 
in their presumption of the 'eventual demise of collegiality." Contract 
provisions for the automatic granting of tenure and the standardization 
of promotion criteria are the two causative factors most often cited as 
indications that this trend is well under way. 
The responses of administrators to questions of collegiality can 
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be categorized according to type of institution. Community college 
administrators are the most pessimistic about the future of collegaility 
while university presidents fear its demise the least. State college 
people are generally found in the middle. As faculty governance 
systems are generally strongest in the four-year institutions in general 
and in universities in particular, and weakest in the two-year schools, 
this result was anticipated. Responses of administrators to questions 
of collegiality appear to follow unit lines. 
Conclusions. Collegiality appears to be least influenced in universi¬ 
ties where it has been existent for more than six to eight years. It 
was weakest in the two-year school and in those institutions which had 
organized governance functions for the shortest period of time. The 
distribution of collegial relationships is impacted least often in 
situations where memberships have been stable over time. The nature 
of the collective bargaining agreements, and the grievance process 
mitigate and at times can destroy the essence of collegiality and 
collegial systems of peer review and governance. 
In some institutions bargaining appears to be bringing about a 
new form of collegiality. This new form incorporates peer review and 
participation in campus decision-making but regularizes the procedures 
under which the collegiality takes place. Administrators appear to be 
one of the groups most impacted in this realm. Modifications in 
approaches to decision-making and in policies and procedures are man¬ 
dated by bargaining and alterations in collegiality and collegial 
relationships. 
CHAPTER VII 
RESULTS OF THE RESEARCH: SHIFTS IN ACADEMIC 
PERSONNEL POLICIES AND PRACTICES 
This chapter provides a consideration of the impact of faculty 
collective bargaining on provisions for job security and on personnel 
policies relating to hiring, promotion, and tenure for collegiate 
faculty. 
Question XII: What job security provision-including, but not limited 
to the implementation of a grievance procedure, have been instituted 
since collective bargaining? 
Job security provisions are those contract items which protect or 
regulate the dismissal of a faculty member. Included under the purview 
of job security are grievance, tenure and retrenchment. The intent of 
this question is to examine the impact of unionization on the frequency 
of inclusion in these provisions. Job security provisions have become 
of particular interest to faculty members with the advent of declining 
student enrollments and the increasing budgetary pressures on college 
and university administrations. Job security provisions most common 
today appear to relate to the grievance or the right of appeal against 
an adverse personnel action. Both the process of attaining and the 
acquisition of tenure and protection from dismissal for reasons of 
institutional financial hardship. The frequency and content of these 
provisions provides a measure of the concern of faculty for job security 
and an indication of its impact on bargaining (see Table 7-1). 
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For New England, the greatest increase in job security provisions 
has occurred in retrenchment. The next most frequent in grievance, 
and the least frequent in the tenure category. The same pattern is 
experienced across the nationwide sample. The comparatively low number 
of tenure provisions appears to be indicative of the prior existence of 
tenure policies in institutions. Even where no policies existed for 
appeal or loss of job due to financial exigency, colleges and universi¬ 
ties generally did have policies and procedures for the granting of 
tenure. There are some instances of these provisions being added but 
not to union contracts and a few additions of a shared character but 
the most significant numbers represented were in the union category. 
The likelihood of grievance being a non-union or a shared responsibility 
is less than for tenure and retrenchment. 
Bargaining was expected to bring about an increase in grievance 
provisions. The grievance provision is a significant part of any negoti¬ 
ated agreement and therefore where contracts are in force, grievance 
provisions will be found. It was not anticipated that unionization 
would impact as heavily on tenure. Although tenure systems are import¬ 
ant forms of job security, it was expected that most schools would have 
had tenure provisions prior to the inception of collective bargaining. 
The number of additions to the tenure category is most frequent in the 
community college and least frequent in the university. Grievance and 
retrenchment provisions are distributed evenly throughout the three 
levels of community colleges, state colleges and universities. 
While collective bargaining has occasioned an increase in job 
security provisions, other factors have also influenced this as well. 
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Prevailing economic conditions have necessitated a greater regular¬ 
ization of job security policies. Administrators cite increasing 
numbers of law suits as necessitating more specification of policy in 
these areas. They allude to litigation conscious faculty members and 
to a lack of trust between faculty and administrators in matters of 
personnel policy. One university president suggested that the emphasis 
on legalization and regularization could lead to the collapse of colle- 
giality and to the creation of adversary relationships ordinarily associ¬ 
ated with industrial employment situations. 
Increased numbers of job security provisions are viewed by many 
administrators as causing change in the role and functioning of colle¬ 
giate managers. Both an increased emphasis on "going by the book" and 
of viewing every adverse tenure or grievance decision as a prelude to 
litigation were cited. A typical response: 
Today we expect every person turned down for tenure or 
promotion to file a grievance and every grievance to be 
litigated. We have become contract administrators. 
This makes the job easier in many ways, but it also 
increases the degree of impersonality with which we 
approach our function. We are fast becoming bureau¬ 
crats. No wonder the turnover in deans and presidents 
is so high. 
Other administrators suggest that regularization is an important 
improvement. They view job security provision as protection for both 
parties. In effect, they have become the guidelines for determining 
the limits of the employment relationship. For this category of 
administrator, a burden of uncertainty has been replaced by an explicit 
public statement of reality. 
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Summary. There has been an increase in the number of job security 
provisions since the inception of collective bargaining on collegiate 
campuses. Unionization appears to be the critical, but not the only, 
reason for this increase. The number of job security provisions 
reflects certain changing elements in the professional employment 
relationship but it has occasioned others as well. The exact nature 
and extent of this change will probably become more evident as collective 
bargaining becomes more firmly established. 
Question XIII; Has retrenchment become a bargainable issue? 
The literature indicated that retrenchment was becoming an 
increasingly popular subject of negotiations. Retrenchment was isolated 
as a variable and measures taken of the frequency of its occurrance 
(see Table 7-2). 
TABLE 7-2 
Frequency of Retrenchment Becoming a Bargainable Issue as 
Reported by Administrators in a Survey of Unionized Public 
Higher Education Institutions in the United States, May 1978. 
New England United States 
Category Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
Absolute 
Frequency 
Relative 
Frequency % 
Does not apply 3 20.0 13 19.4 
A nonbargainable 
issue 1 6.7 2 3.1 
A bargainable 
issue 10 66.6 48 71.6 
Joint bargained/ 
Non-bargained 1 6.7 4 5.9 
Total 15 100.00% 67 100.00% 
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In Table 7-2 retrenchment is not seen as an issue (does not apply) 
at almost twenty percent of the schools in both the New England region 
and in the nation as a whole. For those colleges and universities 
reporting involvement with the retrenchment issue, most consider it as 
a "condition of employment" and therefore bargainable. For a few 
schools (less than ten percent) retrenchment is a concern but is reported 
as being the province of some other jurisdiction such as the "senate" 
or is considered to be a management prerogative. Only a small number 
of schools both negotiate retrenchment or deal with it in some other 
fashion. In these instances the general policy for retrenchment is 
formulated either by management or the senate, or both, but its imple¬ 
mentation is negotiated through collective bargaining. From the above 
results, retrenchment apparently has become a bargainable issue in 
public higher education. The fact that a large number of unionized 
schools negotiate retrenchment indicates it is an issue of concern for 
both faculty members and administrators alike. 
Question XIV: Have the provisions or standards for hiring, promotion 
or tenure changed since the advent of collective bargaining? How can 
these changes be characterized? 
Personnel policies encompass a broad spectrum of employment related 
policies and procedures. The six areas to be examined in three phases 
included promotion, tenure, hiring, termination, retrenchment and grievance. 
The examination of these six types of provisions will be made in three 
phases. Phase One will consider the status of these policies prior to 
the inception of collective bargaining on collegiate campuses; Phase Two 
will review the status of the policies since collective bargaining; and 
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finally, in Phase Three the relationship of the status of policies prior 
and since unionization will be assessed. 
Status of Personnel Policies Prior to Collective Bargaining. The status 
of personnel policies will be considered by dividing these policies 
into two categories. The first category consists of policies on pro¬ 
motion and tenure and the second hiring, termination, retrenchment and 
grievance. 
Promotion and Tenure. Policy can be classified according to six criteria, 
and generally are accepted to include requirements for teaching, research 
and public service. Possible types of requirements are: 
(1) Minimum teaching criteria specified 
(2) Minimum research criteria specified 
(3) Minimum public service criteria specified 
(4) Overall minimum criteria specified 
(5) Minimum criteria specified but varies within 
the institution by unit or department 
(6) No minimum criteria specified 
These measures were selected because they represented criteria which 
have been utilized in previously reported research or which had been 
suggested in interviews with collegiate administrators. It was expected 
that two-year schools would not generally specify research criteria or 
public service but would emphasize teaching whereas universities would 
have requirements in all three areas. State colleges would fall some¬ 
where between the two extremes. A review of the 173 contracts supplied 
the researcher with the survey confirmed this expectation (see Table 
7-3. 
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Several conclusions can be drawn. Of the colleges and universities 
which have policies for promotion and tenure, the greatest number specify 
criteria for both. Tenure and promotion appear to be closely related 
to each other. With specific reference to promotion in New England, 
more schools have established an overall standard than have only instit¬ 
uted policy in a particular area such as teaching, research or public 
service. This result could be influenced by the community college bias 
of the responses here. This influence will impact throughout the remain¬ 
der of the results here as well. For tenure, the greatest absolute 
frequency of New England schools specified minimum teaching criteria. 
No New England schools reported having established only minimum criteria 
for research or for tenure. Thus, for tenure, most schools either 
establish minimum teaching requirements or specify minimum overall 
standards for achievement of this status. Few schools fail to establish 
at least minimum criteria for tenure. For institutions specifying both 
promotion and tenure, public service emerges in its importance. Although 
the most significant requirements remain teaching or an overall minimum 
standard, public service increases in its relative importance for these 
institutions. Schools most likely to be in this category are the state 
colleges and universities. This result confirms the notion that com¬ 
munity colleges are least likely to have minimum standards for public 
service for either tenure or promotion whereas other types of institutions 
typically do. 
Across the nation a similar pattern of criteria emerges. Overall 
minimum requirements of various general types and minimum teaching 
standards emerge as most influential on the promotion and tenure process 
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with the specification of research or public service as sole criteria 
for advancement are the least likely to occur. Overall, more colleges 
and universities specify both promotion and tenure than establish policies 
in just one area. Of those which have policies in only one area, they 
are more likely to specify criteria for promotion than tenure. Factors 
such as the heavy representation of community colleges in the sample and 
the low overall response rate on this question have influenced this 
result, but clearly there is activity in this area and more schools had 
chosen to specify criteria for promotion and tenure prior to bargaining 
than might have been expected. 
The status of promotion and tenure policies as reported by union 
leaders prior to the advent of collective bargaining was also examined. 
In New England, both the absolute and relative frequencies for promotion 
and tenure were the same as in the administrative response. For the 
category of both tenure and promotion, only 18 respondents reported 
having both policies with 38.8 percent specifying minimum teaching 
criteria, and only 16.6 percent overall minimum criteria. The relative 
frequencies of the other categories closely approximated those for the 
administrative response. For the United States, the totals reported 
for union leaders were approximately one-half that of the administrative 
response, but a frequency ranking for all three categories showed the 
same result for both reporting groups. Relative frequencies were similar 
for the two groups and differences where found may be attributed to the 
small sample size of the union responses. 
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Hiring, Termination, Retrenchment and Grievance. These four policy 
areas represent matters of considerable interest to unions and there¬ 
fore provide a basis for analysis of the impact of bargaining on person¬ 
nel policies in general. Where bargaining has a weak influence here, 
it is less likely to make its impact felt in the other personnel areas. 
The criteria by which these functions were measured were established 
according to those specified in a majority of contracts received by the 
research and through the previously mentioned review of the literature 
in this realm. The standards selected were as follows: 
Level One: Not written, probably varies from case to case. 
Level Two: No written criteria, implicitly understood by 
faculty. 
Level Three: Criteria written uniform and explicit through¬ 
out the institution. 
Level Four: Criteria written explicit and uniform but varies 
between units within the institution. 
These criteria permit an examination of the various forms for policy 
statements (see Table 7-4). Interviews with collegiate administrators 
suggested that most institutions would be able to classify their 
policies according to these standards. Written criteria will be ac¬ 
cepted to included published and available to all faculty in the insti¬ 
tution. In those instances where policies are unwritten, they may be 
determined on an ad hoc basis as in Level One or have evolved through 
past practice to an unwritten but utilized set of criteria as denoted 
by Level Two. Written criteria are distinguished here by the unformity 
of application within the various units, colleges or schools of a given 
institution. 
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For the New England region the small reported result make conclu¬ 
sions for hiring, termination, retrenchment or grievances of questionable 
value. Four New England schools did report grievance procedures and 
four some type of hiring policy. Only one instance of a retrenchment 
clause was reported and that was a nonwritten policy. 
For the nation as a whole, slightly more hiring policies were 
unwritten (55.0%) than written (45.0%). Termination policies tend to 
be either explicit and uniform throughout the institution or implicitly 
understood. Retrenchment clauses are appearing more often on the 
national level with the majority (60.0%) unwritten but perceived as 
slightly more likely (two cases) to be handled on a case by case basis 
than implicitly uniform. Grievance policies appear to be: either they 
are unwritten or they are explicit and uniform throughout the institution. 
Combinations of Hiring, Promotion, Retrenchment, and Grievance Policies. 
The previous section considered instances of policy reported as the only 
type of policy of the group of policies utilized at a given school. 
However, many more schools instituted several types of policy in these 
areas. Schools may have two, three, or all four of these types of 
policies. For both groups a number of paired groups were reported 
(see Table 7-5) 
It was anticipated that all combinations of pairs of responses 
would be reported, but that grievance and hiring would dominate. 
Retrenchment is an area of recent concern vis-a-vis the other areas, 
and as such, was not expected to be reported in as great a frequency 
as the other types of policies. 
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TABLE 7-5 
Frequencies of Pairs of Personnel Policies as Reported by 
Administrators in a Survey of Public Higher Education 
Institutions in the United States, May 1978. 
Policy Level 
Composition of Policies 
New England United States 
Types^ Absolute 
Frequency 
Types* Absolute 
Frequency 
I. 
II. 
Ill 
Varies case by 
case 
Explicitly 
Understood 
Explicitly 
understood 
throughout 
institution 
H,R 
H,G 
G,R 
R,T 
G, T 
H, T 
H,R 
R,T 
G,T 
G, R 
H, T 
H,G 
T,G 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
H,R 
H,G 
G,R 
R,T 
G, T 
H, T 
H,R 
R,T 
G,T 
G, R 
H, T 
H,G 
T,G 
4 
1 
6 
1 
1 
3 
1 
2 
1 
2 
6 
2 
3 
IV. Explicit, Varies 
by unit within 
institution H,T H,T 
*Key: H = Hiring, T = Termination, R = Retrenchment, G = Grievance 
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For all levels, hiring and termination dominate the replies given. 
In New England, they are most often found paired with grievance but in 
the nation as a whole most frequently combined at either grievance or 
re trenchment. 
Triple Combinations of Policies. Colleges and universities may also 
have three of the policies. For those that do the following results 
» 
were segregated by policy level. On Level I, "Varies Case by Case" 
combinations with the pair hiring and retrenchment dominated with all 
five instances reported for New England and for the country four instances. 
The pair termination and grievance combined with either hiring or 
retrenchment accounted for the remaining cases at this level. For the 
second policy level, no cases were reported by New England respondents. 
For the country the same combinations as reported for level one resulted 
in four triples. On the third and fourth policy levels only the triples 
of termination, retrenchment and hiring or termination, hiring and 
grievance were reported. Both the former and the latter accounted for 
fifteen Level Three and three Level Four cases for the country. New 
England only reported two cases at level III. 
For triples of policies, hiring retrenchment and tenure appeared 
to dominate with hiring third ranking in importance. 
Hiring, Termination, Retrenchment and Grievance. Several institutions 
reported having policies in all four areas. The distribution of these 
schools according to policy level is found in Table 7-6. 
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TABLE 7-6 
Instances of Policies on Hiring, Termination, Retrenchment, 
and Grievances in Existence on the Same Campus as Reported 
by Administrators in a Survey of Public Higher Education 
Institutions in the United States, May 1978. 
Criteria 
New England 
Absolute Relative 
Frequency Frequency % 
United 
Absolute 
Frequency 
States 
Relative 
Frequency % 
Varies case by case 1 15.4 11 49.2 
Explicitly understood - 7.6 6 18.0 
Explicitly understood 
throughout institution 5 53.9 14 27.9 
Explicit, varies by 
unit within institution 1 23.1 1 4.9 
Total 7 100.0% 32 100.0% 
For schools having all four types of policies, explicitly under¬ 
stood criteria throughout the institution dominated for both the New 
England and the nation. The size of the sample reporting here has in¬ 
fluenced the result, but it does suggest that many schools have imple¬ 
mented policies in all four areas and that increasingly these policies 
are becoming more explicit and more uniform throughout the region as 
well as in the country as a whole. 
Union Responses to Personnel Policies Prior to Bargaining. Policies 
relating to hiring, termination, retrenchment and grievance were also 
measured according to the four levels previously delineated. For schools 
reporting only one policy in New England, Level I and Level III accounted 
for three cases in each instance. For the first level, two reported 
220 
policies relating to grievance, one for termination, and for the third 
level, two were termination and one was a hiring policy. For Level II, 
a single grievance policy was recorded and for Level IV, two instances 
of hiring policies were reported. 
For the nation as a whole, the greatest frequency of responses 
was recorded for Level IV (13), the next most frequent for Level III 
(10), and the least frequent for Level I (8). No responses were reported 
for Level II. Hiring and termination were most often represented. For 
the first level there were two cases each, for Level III three cases each 
and for the final level four cases each. The remaining cases in each 
instance were recorded for grievance policies. 
Paired sets of responses most frequently occurred at Level I with 
three pairs for the region and eight for the nation. None were reported 
for Level II or for New England at the remaining levels. Two pairs each 
were recorded for the nation at the upper two levels. Pairs including 
hiring dominated all levels. 
Triple sets of policies were recorded at all levels except Level 
II. Termination and retrenchment dominated Level I with two instances 
for the region. For all thirteen triples for the nation at the first 
level involved either combinations of the two (8) or retrenchment but 
not termination (4) or termination but not retrenchment (1). For 
Level III, two cases of termination, grievance and hiring were reported 
for the nation and at Level IV, one regional instance of hiring, 
termination, retrenchment and two national cases of termination, hiring, 
and grievance were also recorded. 
Combinations of all four types of policies were most often found 
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in Level I with no regional cases but nineteen for the nation. Level 
II, has one regional case, and Level III, two regional and five national 
instances. For Level IV, three instances of all four policies were 
reported for New England. 
i 
Summary Prior to Bargaining Policies. Personnel policies in higher 
education vary by type but in New England are most likely to be written 
and relate to hiring, termination, or grievance. For tenure and pro¬ 
motion, the minimum criteria for teaching or for overall standards are 
most likely to pervade policies. 
Differences between administrative and union leader responses 
appeared to be of degree rather than substance. The small total number 
of responses may also have affected union results. 
For the nation, hiring, grievance and termination dominate in 
frequency and are most likely to occur either "case by case" or "written 
and explicitly understood." An analysis of sample contracts suggests 
that the unwritten policies most occur in community colleges and 
explicitly written policies are found in the universities. Policies 
relating to tenure and promotion across the nation and New England are 
similar. 
Status of Personnel Policies Since Collective Bargaining. Consideration 
of the status of personnel policies since the advent of bargaining will 
follow the same pattern as used for the analysis of those policies prior 
to bargaining. 
Promotion and Tenure. The classifications utilized for "since" situ¬ 
ation will be the same six-phase system utilized for the "prior" situ¬ 
ation (see Table 7-7). 
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From this frequency table, several conclusions may be drawn. In 
New England, more schools have both promotion and tenure policies than 
have only promotion or tenure policies. As in New England, promotion 
policies outnumber tenure policies. 
For promotion, the United States survey group gave "minimum teach¬ 
ing criteria" as the most frequent response with overall minimum criteria 
and public service second. For tenure, both groups have their highest 
absolute frequencies as "overall minimum criteria specified" and "minimum 
teaching criteria" as their second most frequent response. In New England, 
no responses were recorded for "minimum research criteria specified." 
For those schools in New England which have both promotion and tenure 
policies, teaching is the most frequent criterion with the specification 
of "overall minimum criteria" most frequent for the nation as a whole. 
For all levels, specification of minimum research criteria was the least 
important criteria specified. However, community colleges are heavily 
respresented in this sample. As community colleges place less stress on 
research than other higher educational institutions, the results should 
be considered in light of this bias. 
For promotion, both administrative groups gave "minimum teaching 
criteria" as the most frequent response with minimum public service 
criteria also first for the region but second for the country. For 
tenure, both groups have their highest absolute frequencies as "overall 
minimum criteria specified" and "mimimum teaching criteria" as their 
second most frequent response. In New England, no responses were recorded 
for "minimum research criteria specified." For those schools which have 
both promotion and tenure policies, teaching is the most frequent criterion 
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with the specification of "overall minimum criteria" the second most 
frequent response. 
Union leader results were comparable to those for the collegiate 
administrators. In New England, more schools specify promotion and tenure 
policies (15) than specify either tenure (7) or promotion (5). In this 
region, the specification of minimum public service and overall minimum 
criteria were more important (7 each) than teaching (5) or research 
criteria (3) for both tenure and promotion. 
For the nationwide sample, similar results were recorded. Again 
promotion and tenure combination policies dominated (77) followed by pro¬ 
motion (21) and tenure (17). Teaching was more important as a single 
criterion (39) but was followed closely by the specification of overall 
minimum criteria (32) and then public service (21) for both tenure and 
promotion. The least most frequent mentioned requirement related to 
research (10). Teaching and for the specification of "overall minimum 
criteria" were most important for promotion and tenure as viewed by both 
administrators and union leaders. 
For all policy alternatives, the specification of minimum public 
service emerges as relatively more important than the specification of 
minimum research for promotion, tenure or a combined policy institution. 
Again, community colleges are heavily represented in this sample. As 
community colleges place less stress on research than other higher 
educational institutions, the results should be considered in light of 
this. 
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Hiring, Termination, Retrenchment and Grievance. The same criteria 
which were utilized to examine these four policy areas prior to collective 
bargaining will be specified here. These standards are: 
Level One: Not written, probably varies from case to case. 
Level Two: No written criteria, implicitly understood by 
faculty. 
Level Three: Written uniform and explicit throughout the 
institution. 
Level Four: Written explicit and uniform but varies between 
units within the institution. 
Because of the various possible response levels for this question the 
frequency results for those schools which report having only one of the 
four policy types will be considered first. 
Only four instances of schools with only one of the four policies 
were reported for the New England region. For the category of hiring. 
one Level II case was reported. For termination, no single policy was 
recorded while for retrenchment, one instance was recorded at Level III 
as being explicit throughout the institution. Both grievances policies 
were at Level III. Although very few cases are reported for this group, 
the greatest frequency of instances is reported for policies being 
uniform and explicit throughout the institution, a Level III type. A 
greater number of responses were recorded for the United States (see 
Table 7-8). The low response rate appears to reflect the newness of 
collegiate collective bargaining. As experience with bargaining is 
gained and schools enter into contract renewals, the status of personnel 
policies other than in areas of promotion and tenure should become 
more readily apparent. 
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For the nation as a whole the greatest number of responses were 
recorded for the category of "hiring". Responses here appear tend to 
be of two types; the first and most often recorded was criteria explicit 
but varying throughout the institution and Level II, implicitly under¬ 
stood throughout the institution. Whether hiring policies are written 
or understood, they appeared to vary on a unit by unit basis. In the 
instance of termination policy, both of the cases were Level III. That 
is, they are uniform and explicit throughout the institution. Retrench¬ 
ment policies are most frequently unwritten and varying case by case 
(66.7%), while grievance policies have the greatest relative frequency 
(85.7%) in the category of explicit and uniform throughout the institution. 
The relative frequencies of the various criteria indicate the greatest 
number of responses occurring in the "explicitly written but varying 
by unit" category but the second most frequent response occurs in the 
third level "criteria uniform and explicit throughout institution." 
This suggests that the trend for those with a single policy is toward 
the "most explicit" extreme of the response contin continuum. 
Paired Combinations of Response. Paired responses are those responses 
by institutions which report some combination of two of the four types 
I 
of policies. For New England there were no paired combinations reported. 
For the nationwide sample, seven paired responses were reported. The 
first paired response was reported at level two, "implicitly understood 
by faculty," as a combination of hiring and termination. Five of the 
remaining frequencies recorded in level three, "criteria explicit and 
uniform throughout the institution." By pairs, they were as follows: 
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Hiring and grievance (1), grievance and termination (1), and grievance 
and retrenchment (3). At the Fourth Level, hiring and termination were 
the only pair recorded. Thus, at the first two levels of paired 
responses, hiring was the dominant policy but at the upper two, written 
levels grievance was the most frequently mentioned policy. Thus no one 
type of policy appears to dominate through all levels. 
Triple Combination of Policies. For schools which reported having some 
combination of three of the four possible policy areas. New England 
accounted for four instances. None were recorded at the first level. 
One instance was recorded at Level II. It was a hiring, retrenchment, 
termination combination. At Level III, the greatest frequency of 
triples was reported. One instance of grievance, retrenchment, and 
termination; and one case of retrenchment, grievance and hiring, were 
cited. At Level IV, one instance of hiring, termination, and retrench¬ 
ment was listed. Thus for New England, it appears most likely that 
schools having three of the four policy areas will most often have 
hiring, termination, and retrenchment and are slightly less likely to 
have grievance policies. Across the nation, larger number of triples 
were reported (see Table 7-9). The sample size may have influenced 
the result here and a higher sample size may have resulted in a higher 
frequency of grievance policies in relation to policies for retrench¬ 
ment, hiring or termination. The greater experience with bargaining 
on the national level may also have impacted on the result obtained 
with the triples of personnel policies reported by the collegiate 
administrators. 
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TABLE 7-9 
Frequencies of Triples of Personnel Policies Occurring 
at the National Level Since Collective Bargaining as 
Reported by Administrators in a Survey of Public Higher 
Education Institutions in the United States, May 1978. 
Policy Level"' Type 
Composition 
Absolute 
Frequency 
of Policies 
Relative 
Frequency % 
I. Varies - - - 
II. Implicit understood H, R, T 1 4.3 
III. Explicit uniform H, R, T 2 8.7 
throughout institutions H, R, G 2 8.7 
H, T, G 2 8.7 
T, R, G 11 47.9 
IV. Explicit, varies H, R, T 4 17.4 
by unit within T, R, G 1 4.3 
institution 
Total 23 100.0% 
*Code: H(Hiring) , R(Retrenchment), T(Termination) , G(Grievance) 
From the table, Level III has the greatest relative frequency of 
responses (74.0%) with level four having the second greatest relative 
frequency (21.7%) and the remaining Level II third in relative frequency 
(4.3%). In this group of responses, institutions which have combinations 
of three of the four types of policies are most likely to include policies 
on termination or retrenchment, and next most likely to have grievance 
policies. They are least likely to have a hiring policy. 
Hiring, Termination, Retrenchment and Grievance. A number of colleges 
and universities report having all four types of personnel policies. 
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For schools reporting in this category, the majority in both samples 
were tallied in Level III. All 12 New England schools reporting having 
all four policies were at this level, while 51 of 54 national schools 
also reported policies at this Level. The remaining instances in the 
United States were recorded at Level IV. This suggests that many schools 
have implemented policies in all four categories and that these policies 
are most apt to be written, explicit and uniform throughout the particular 
institution. In this is seen the union influence in the establishing of 
written, uniform criteria for hiring, termination, retrenchment and 
grievance policies. 
Union Leader Reponses to Hiring, Termination, Retrenchment and Grievance 
Policies since Collective Bargaining. Frequencies of responses of union 
leaders questions of hiring, termination, retrenchment, and grievance were 
considered according to the I, II, III, and IV previously specified for 
collegiate administrators were also considered. For the single policy 
instance, six cases were reported, two each at Levels I, III, and IV. 
For policy pairs, three cases were recorded. All three were for hiring 
and grievance with one pair at Level I and the remaining two at Level III. 
Only three triples occurred. These were at Level I (hiring, termination, 
retrenchment-1) and Level III one instance each of termination, grievance 
retrenchment, grievance, hiring. For instances of the occurrence of all 
four policies in one institution, two cases were recorded. The first at 
the first level and the second at the fourth level. 
The national sample revealed similar results (see Table 7-10). 
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Responses related to hiring were most frequent with level IV 
dominating the replies. Termination policies, where recorded, were 
written and explicit while retrenchment policies were most apt to be 
unwritten. 
For paired responses, pairs with hiring and retrenchment occurred 
most frequently at Level I (2). No pairs were recorded at Level II. At 
Level III, grievance paired with hiring for one case and termination for 
the other six cases, at the fourth level, termination and grievance 
accounted for both pairs. 
Triples of responses most often occurred at Level III (21) and 
least often at Levels I and IV (2 cases each). Grievance, retrenchment 
and termination are most often found in combination here (16) with 
grievance, hiring, and termination least often found (6). 
For instances with all four policies found at the same institution, 
the greatest number were at Level III (23) and the second most frequent 
at Level I (2). None were recorded for the other levels. 
Policies appear more likely to be written, occur in groups of 
policies and to relate to either termination, grievance or retrenchment. 
An institution has only one policy, it is most apt to relate to hiring. 
Relationship of Prior Collective Bargaining and Since Collective 
Bargaining Situations 
The final aspect of Question XIV is a consideration of the changes, 
if any, which have occurred in personnel policies since the advent of 
collective bargaining. For organizational purposes, promotion and tenure 
will be considered first and the remaining personnel policies second. 
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Promotion and Tenure. For those schools having only promotion policies, 
neither the minimum research requirements not the minimum teaching was 
changed. Public service and overall requirements have reported a gain 
with both being more important as prior to bargaining. This change has 
come at the expense of "no minimum criteria specified" and "overall 
minimum criteria specified." This appears to indicate that schools are 
moving from having no policies in this area to having specific state¬ 
ments of teaching and public service. Nationwide public service require¬ 
ments have also gained in popularity while there has been a decline in 
the frequencies for the same groups as for the New England sample. 
With reference to tenure, no significant regional increase has 
been experienced in terms of the specification the various criteria for 
this policy area. For the nation this has been a slight increase in 
emphasis on establishing requirements for public service. In this 
instance, the changes have been occasioned by relative declines in "no 
minimum criteria" and the "specification of overall minimum criteria." 
When institutions have both tenure and promotion policies, teaching 
requirements are slightly less important. Declines are also experienced 
in "no criteria specified," overall minimum criteria experienced a large 
increase in importance. Increases are found in the other categories as 
well. For a national comparison the changes are similar and differences 
most probably can be attributed to the differences in sample size rather 
than to actual bargaining impact. 
Collective bargaining appears to have impacted in several ways. 
The decline in the "no minimum criteria specified" can be attributed 
to the inclusion of provision for promotion and tenure being negotiated 
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and therefore explicit and specified. The decline in the "overall 
minimum" classification may be attributed in part to unionization. 
Since negotiations often center on specific contract provisions for 
each type of policy, this could negate the concept of an overall 
minimum criteria. The increase in public service specificity may be 
attributable in part to bargaining but may also be due to the increasing 
emphasis on public service that interviews with administrators revealed. 
Union involvement would result in greater explicitness in such policies. 
While change has been detected, it cannot be totally attributed to 
bargaining but it is evident that unionization has effected some change 
in promotion and tenure policies in collegiate institutions. 
Hiring, Termination, Retrenchment, and Grievance. One of the more 
obvious changes which has occurred in policies in this area has been a 
reduction in the number of schools reporting requirements in single 
policy areas. This is evident in both New England and across the 
country as a whole. A parallel decline has also been experienced in the 
numbers of schools reporting only paired policy experiences. While 
there has been a decline in the number of Level I and Level II types 
of triple combinations of policy, a marked increase has occurred in 
Level III policies, and a moderate increase has taken place in Level IV 
types of policies. It appears that some of these schools which had been 
involved in either single or paired groups of policies have since 
bargaining added policies on one or two additional areas. Thus, the 
changes on this level have been in terms of frequency and degree. A 
final area in which impact is possibly evident is in the final combination 
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of hiring, termination, retrenchment and grievance. Although the 
emphasis in New England schools is still on the Level III, the increase 
in the number of institutions reporting policies in all four areas has 
risen (171.4%). For the national sample the increase has been a signif¬ 
icant (174.2%). However, for the United States as a whole, there has 
also been a shift in emphasis in the form the policy statements have 
taken since bargaining. Before bargaining, most national policies were 
non-written and varied from case to case. Since bargaining, the number 
of unwritten policies have dropped dramatically and offset by a rise to 
Level III where 100 percent of the New England and 94.4 percent of the 
nations policies in this group are categorized as written and explicit 
throughout the institution. 
Summary. Hiring, termination, retrenchment and grievance policies all 
appear to have been influenced by the introduction of collective bargain¬ 
ing on the collegiate campus. Hiring policies dominate on campuses which 
have only one policy while on campuses with combinations of policies, 
grievance is least likely to be combined with other types of policies. 
Since the advent of bargaining, policies have tended to become written 
and more explicit and uniform throughout the institution involved. For 
both the New England and the United States samples, the dimensions used 
for both promotion and tenure and the other four policy areas were 
expected to be highly associated. Thus, the answers on one question 
were expected to have an impact on answers to other questions in that 
group. Cramer’s V and the Chi Square test were used to provide an 
indication of the strength of these relationships (see Table 7-11). 
TABLE 7-11 
Cramer's V and Significance Levels for "Prior" and "Since" 
Questions of Promotion and Tenure in New England Reported 
by Administrators from a Survey of Unionized Public Higher 
Education in the United States, May 1978. 
Cramer's V 
Significance 
Since 
Minimum 
Teaching 
Since 
Minimum 
Research 
Since 
Minimum 
Public 
Service 
Since 
Over¬ 
all 
Since 
Minimum 
Criteria 
but Varies 
Since 
No 
Minimum 
Prior Minimum 
Teaching 
0.7823 
0.0006 
0.8114 
0.0018 
0.6439 
0.0390 
0.5757 
0.0688 
0.6831 
0.0584 
0.5509 
0.1372 
Prior Minimum 
Research 
0.7881 
0.0029 
1.0000 
0.0000 
0.7071 
0.0030 
0.5222 
0.1895 
0.1740 
0.7847 
0.1801 
0.9038 
Prior Minimum 
Public Service 
0.8498 
0.0008 
0.8790 
0.001 
0.7698 
0.0008 
0.5665 
0.1137 
0.2277 
0.6605 
0.2357 
0.7765 
Prior 
Overall 
0.5648 
0.0827 
0.5284 
0.1773 
0.4521 
0.3652 
0.6783 
0.0086 
0.6831 
0.0584 
0.5224 
0.1891 
Prior Minimum 
Criteria 
but Varies 
0.7071 
0.0138 
0.1802 
0.9038 
0.2672 
0.6834 
0.6814 
0.0214 
1.0000 
0.0003 
0.1010 
0.9880 
Prior 
No Minimum 
0.3940 
0.5901 
0.2290 
0.9468 
0.3443 
0.7044 
0.4336 
0.4349 
0.1240 
0.9698 
0.7109 
0.0128 
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For the analysis purposes, a (0) result for Cramer's V again 
represents a low level of relationship and a (+1) represents a high 
level of relationship. Values of (.3) to (.7) represent a moderate 
degree of association. Accordingly, the following degrees of relation¬ 
ship may be inferred from the table: 
A High Degree of Association exists between: 
Prior minimum teaching with since minimum teaching 
Prior minimum research with since minimum teaching 
Prior minimum public service with since minimum 
teaching, since minimum research, and since minimum 
public service 
Prior minimum criteria with since minimum teaching, 
and since minimum criteria 
Prior no minimum with since no minimum criteria 
A Low Degree of Association exists between: 
Prior minimum research with since minimum criteria 
and since no minimum 
Prior minimum public service with since minimum 
criteria and since no minimum 
Prior minimum criteria with since minimum research, 
since minimum public service, and since no minimum 
Prior, no minimum with since minimum research, since 
minimum public service, since minimum criteria and 
since no minimum 
All other relationships exhibited a moderate degree of association. 
Questions for which a high degree of association exist are those 
where the response to the "prior" questions influenced to a high degree 
the response to the other "since" question. Where a low degree of associ¬ 
ation was found, the response to one question has only a low or small 
influence on the response to the other question. For questions with a 
moderate degree of association, only a moderate influence between ques¬ 
tions has been experienced. In this instance responses to questions in¬ 
volving since minimum teaching were highly affected by responses to several 
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of the prior questions, while questions relating to since no minimum 
were only slightly influenced by various prior questions. 
With two exceptions, similar types of association were revealed 
for the national sample. Those exceptions related to the relationship 
between prior minimum teaching and since minimum criteria and prior 
minimum criteria and since minimum teaching. 
In each instance the degree of association for the New Wngland 
region was "high" while for the national sample it was "low". This may 
be explained by the sample size involved in the two instances. 
The other questions relating to personnel policies including hiring, 
retrenchment, termination and grievance were also tested for association 
using Cramer’s V and the Chi Square. These results are summarized as 
follows: 
Those relationships which exhibited a high degree of relationship 
were: 
Prior and since policy implicitly understood but not written. 
Prior policy, not written, varies case by case, and since 
policy, implicitly understood, not written. 
Prior and since, policy not written, varies by case. 
Those relationships which exhibited a low degree of relationship 
were: 
Prior policy, uniform but varies within institution 
and since policy, not written, varies case by case. 
Prior policy, uniform but varies within the institution 
and since policy implicitly understood, not written. 
All other relationships showed a moderate degree of association. 
The same types of association also appeared for the national sample. 
Thus, as was expected, several of the questions were highly associated 
and the answers to one question influenced answers to other questions. 
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With a before and after study, it would be difficult to remove the 
influence the prior situation questions have upon the situation after 
the impact. However, the fact that the majority of questions reflected 
a low or moderate degree of association, it appears that the associative 
relationship is not as significant as it could have been. 
Conclusion. Collective bargaining appears to have impacted in all areas 
of personnel policy including but not limited to hiring, promotion, 
tenure, retrenchment, termination, and grievance. This impact can be 
characterized in terms of its change on the frequencies of institutions 
having such policies and in the form the policy takes. Since bargaining, 
more institutions are likely to have written, explicitly uniform policies 
within their institutions, and they are most likely to have policies 
covering all the enumerated policy areas. 
The emerging trend appears to be toward the addition of policies 
in those areas where none exist and to specify more completely terms of 
policies in those areas where some type of policy or procedure already 
exists. Some differences in perceptions between collegiate administrators 
and union leaders does appear to be present but appears to be a factor 
of sample size and a matter of degree more than of substance. While 
collective bargaining can not be termed the sole factor causing changes 
in personnel policy areas, it may be asserted that it is impacting in 
a measurable and meaningful manner. 
CHAPTER VIII 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
This chapter will provide a review of the research study, its 
procedures and findings. Implications of the study for collegiate 
administration and for the field of collective bargaining will be 
suggested. Limitations of the research will be discussed and, finally, 
direction for future research will be explored. 
A Review of the Research and Its Findings 
The intent of this research was to provide a descriptive study of 
faculty collective bargaining, and analysis of the impact of bargaining 
on collegiate management and to give an indication of the future 
direction and character of public collegiate collective bargaining. 
Research Questions 
To accomplish the goals and purposes of this research, fourteen 
questions were developed. These were designed to explore the develop¬ 
ment of collegiate collective bargaining and some of the administrative 
practices, procedures and personnel policies of collegiate institutions. 
These questions were as follows: 
Question I: How has the evolution of higher educational 
unionism progressed in the public institutions 
of New England? 
Question II: What is the present status of collective 
bargaining in the colleges and universities 
in the region? 
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Question III: What are the provisions, if any, that 
educational administrators have made for 
the introduction and/or accomodation of 
collective bargaining on a particular 
campus? 
Question IV: Have any administrative training and 
development programs been implemented since 
the advent of bargaining? What is their 
nature? 
Question V: Have any specialized functions or specialist 
personnel in the labor relations field been 
added to the administration since the 
inception of bargaining? 
Question VI: Did the institutions engage in long-range 
planning activities prior to collective 
bargaining? If so, how would these activi¬ 
ties be classified? Has collective bargain¬ 
ing influenced the long-range planning 
progress? How could this influence be 
characterized? 
Question VII: In what ways has collective bargaining 
changed the administration and the admini¬ 
strative practices of colleges and universi¬ 
ties in the public sector? 
Question VIII: How has the role of the faculty senate changed 
since the advent of bargaining? How can this 
change be characterized? 
Question IX: How can the relationship between the faculty 
governance structure and the union organization 
be characterized? 
Question X: Has the committee structure of jurisdiction 
changed since the advent of collective bargain¬ 
ing by faculty? What is the nature of this 
change? 
Question XI: What is the character of the impact of collective 
bargaining on faculty collegiality? 
Question XII: What job security provisions including but not 
limited to the implementation of a grievance 
procedure have been instituted since collective 
bargaining? 
Question XIII: Has retrenchment become a bargainable issue? 
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V Question XIV: Have the provisions or standards for hiring, 
promotion, or tenure changed since the advent 
of collective negotiations? How can these 
changes be characterized? 
Methodology 
A two-phased descriptive design was employed in this study. A 
survey questionnaire which posed a combination of semistructured and 
structured questions was utilized. The survey questionnaire was mailed 
on April 21, 1978 to all 367 presidents of unionized public higher 
educational institutions in the United States and to the heads of all 
bargaining units representing the faculties of these organized institu¬ 
tions. This questionnaire was followed-up at two week intervals with 
two additional mailings. When these mailings failed to elicit a 
response, a follow-up phone call was made to the individual respondent 
involved. The other phase of the research design was a structured 
interview with nine selected respondents from the survey sample. These 
interviews were conducted from March 17, 1978 to April 15, 1978. All 
interviewees were selected from New England higher educational institutions. 
Campuses were selected for the interviews on the basis of type of institu¬ 
tion and length of time organized. 
The data analysis was conducted using the Statistical Package for 
the Social Sciences programs. Frequency tabulations were utilized on the 
data and cross-tabulations and statistical breakdowns were prepared for 
comparison of the significant variables. New England and United States 
groups were compared in terms of both management and union responses. 
Inferences were drawn from the tables and questions posed in the research. 
The intent of the analysis was to provide a meaningful description of the 
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impact of unionization on New England public higher educational institu¬ 
tions and of relating this to the general United States experience. 
Major Results 
The major results of this research are of several types. First, 
the status of New England collegiate unionism was reviewed and evaluated 
in terms of the national experience. Second, the academic responses to 
collective bargaining were considered and third, faculty governance 
responses to collective bargaining were investigated. Finally, shifts 
in academic personnel policies and practices were assessed. 
Status of New England Collegiate Bargaining. New England was examined 
in relation to the remainder of the country to assess the extent to 
which this region's experiences with bargaining were typical of the 
/ 
United States as a whole. New England appears to have organized more 
rapidly and to have had greater success in achieving recognition. It 
has taken slightly longer for schools in this region to reach agreement 
in the initial agreement. However, indications are clear that the New 
England schools resemble the United States in their collective bargaining 
experiences in higher education in terms of bargaining agent represent¬ 
ation and duration of initial agreements. However, New England appears to 
have experienced greater initial success with grievance resolution 
because fewer cases in this region have been referred to arbitration than 
from the nation as a whole. The progress of faculty bargaining in New 
England with the region's later entry into collective negotiations appears 
to have a positive impact. New England appears to have benefited at 
least to a small degree from the experiences of its national counterparts. 
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Academic Responses to Collective Bargaining: The Impact of Bargaining 
on the Practices and Policies of Collegiate Administration. The tasks 
of management are often subdivided into the processes of organizing, 
planning and controlling. The impact of bargaining will be summarized 
as it effects each of these processes. 
Impact of Bargaining on the Administrative "Organizing" Process. The 
process of organizing includes, but is not limited to, the assigning 
of tasks and the coordination of efforts within an organization. Academic 
collective bargaining appears to have influenced this process in several 
ways. 
Administrators have begun to take specialized training in labor 
relations. Although this and other types of training are in its form¬ 
ative stages, the evidence suggests that it is increasingly becoming 
accepted. Community colleges have taken the lead in such training and 
development activities. Supervisory, human relations, and other types 
of personnel training have become increasingly popular. 
Specialized professional staff positions have been created to 
accomodate bargaining on campuses. Negotiators and other labor relations 
personnel have been added and some schools have chosen to retain consul- 
ants in these areas. Community colleges appear to have taken the lead as 
well. These results may be somewhat deceptive because community colleges 
have been most active in bargaining and therefore, their actions may be 
indicators of future trends as well as present realities. Other types 
of specialized staff which has been added in legal, employment relations, 
contract, data processing, financial and personnel training and develop- 
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ment staff areas. Most of these additions to staff have been closely 
related to the bargaining process or various labor relations support 
areas. The direct impact of collective bargaining on this phase of the 
administrative process has taken the form of increases in the numbers 
of specialized staff performing the tasks of management and in greater 
activity within the training area. Both effects have brought increased 
costs of administration and both appear to have resulted in a greater 
specialization within the ranks of collegiate administration. An indirect 
impact of decreasing the ease with which academics are able to move into 
higher level administrative positions has also occurred. 
These results imply that collective bargaining has impacted on the 
organizing aspects of management through increasing the degree of task 
specialization and necessitating a greater depth of management. This 
should also result in increased problems of coordination and control 
within management and a greater tendency toward the bureaucratization 
of collegiate administration. 
Impact of Bargaining on the "Planning" Process. The planning process 
involves establishing goals and objectives, and then setting of policies 
procedures, and schedules to achieve these goals. Collective bargaining 
has impacted on planning and the planning process in several ways. Most 
of the colleges and universities studied engage in some form of planning 
with an average two to five year planning period. An attempt was made 
to establish a casual relationship between collective bargaining and 
the introduction of long-range planning, but no conclusive result was 
obtained. In the content of planning, certain effects relating to 
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aspects of personnel compensation and staffing are included in planning 
and plan content. Presently, the relationship between planning and 
collective bargaining is tenuous but trends suggest a gradual movement 
toward a closer, more coordinated relationship in the future. Collegiate 
collective bargaining is bringing about specificity in the nature and 
content of planning, and may gain wider acceptance and utilization as 
a result of unionization pressures. 
Impact of Collective Bargaining on the "Control" Progress. Another 
area of impact was anticipated within the control process. Controlling, 
in a management sense, is generally accepted to involve the coordination 
of activities within an organization to accomplish the goals and object¬ 
ives of that organization. It is through this control process that 
change is often accomplished within an institution. 
The impact of bargaining was reflected in several areas. While 
closer coordination of administrative functions was only moderately 
influenced, a higher degree of impact was detected in the implement¬ 
ation of procedures for the coordination of personnel procedures. 
Centralization of professional staff benefits occurred but the exact 
nature of the bargaining impact was not clear. Because other effects 
have also impacted here, it can be concluded that bargaining has been 
only one of several contributory factors. The coordination of collec¬ 
tive bargaining has occurred but participative or consultative manage¬ 
ment in contract administration has not resluted. 
Loss of control and the appearance of adversary relationships 
suggest an increase in the degree of conflict experienced by collegiate 
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administrators. Conflict has not been diminished and suggestions of an 
increasingly dichotomous management-facuity relationship seems to be 
occurring. The position of department chairmen appeared to be the most 
effected and as the "lowest" position in the administrative hierarchy 
and to have been the source of the greatest degree of conflict. 
The control function has been impacted by bargaining to a mixed 
degree. A greater emphasis on coordination has been experienced. To 
the extent this results in a more efficient administration, this should 
be viewed as a positive result. Efficiency is not a sole measure of 
effectiveness, however, and it is not clear that more effective adminis¬ 
tration has occurred to any marked extent. While some measure of control 
has been relinquished, this loss is formally recognized in the collective 
bargaining process. 
Collegiate collective bargaining has impacted on the practices 
and policies of collegiate administration in the organizing, planning 
and controlling phases of management. It has placed greater pressures 
on each of these functions and added to the specialization, complexity, 
and cost of collegiate administration. 
Faculty Governance Responses to Collective Bargaining. There was a mild 
effect on such specific aspects as the role of the chairmanship of such 
organizations and the membership on the personnel committees, while its 
overall effect on campus governance, was low for New England but much 
higher for the rest of the nation. This means that the region’s campus 
governance system was either more resistant to unionization efforts or 
that unionization has been less effective in this part of the country. 
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The greatest impact of bargaining was on the grievance committee where 
such committees were either added or strengthened as a result of union¬ 
ization. 
Another aspect of the decision-making process is the degree of 
formal influence exerted by administrators on the governance process. 
The impact of bargaining has effected participation in the governance 
system. Student involvement has risen and department chairmen are less 
likely to be voting members of such groups. While change in the dis¬ 
tribution of voting members has not been found in the New England area, 
the change across the nation has been dramatic. Faculty members have 
gained greater representation on governance groups since bargaining. 
Where administrators were members prior to bargaining, they appear to 
have maintained their power position, but they have not made any appre¬ 
ciable gains in governance representation since bargaining. A polari¬ 
zation of faculty and administration appears to be occurring. 
The impact of collective bargaining on the planning and decision¬ 
making process has been a matter of degree. That part of administrative 
decision-making which has been participative has become adversarial. 
The part which has been the sole consideration of management and is non¬ 
personnel-oriented appears to have been impacted to a small degree. 
However, those aspects of administration which were related to personnel 
policies and practices have been more effected. Those items have become 
subjects of bargaining and thus no longer the prerogative of the tradional 
governance mechanisms. 
Decision-making is one of the principal components of the admini¬ 
strative process. This is where the greatest impact of collective 
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bargaining was anticipated and found. Decision-making in collegiate 
institutions is characterized by a dichotomy of forms with some aspects 
of administration the unique province of administration while others are 
jointly determined through a collegial system of faculty-administrative 
decision-making. It is here that the impact was found. Many of the 
functions which were the province of the faculty governance systems 
have been taken over by the union and are now negotiated. Included here 
are policies and practices relating to promotion, tenure, salaries and 
benefits, and other terms of wages, hours and working conditions. 
Governance bodies retained control over policy and nonpersonnel oriented 
activities. In some instances, governance bodies have been replaced 
in their entirety by collective bargaining units. New England appears 
to be typical of the rest of the nation in this regard. Whether govern¬ 
ance bodies will disappear completely could not be determined. Trends 
could be suggested. Where these bodies were strong and well established, 
the inroads of unionization have been the least effective. Where govern¬ 
ance was weak or primarily concerned with personnel or employment matters 
the effect of unionization has been greatest. 
Committees have been an integral part of collegiate decision¬ 
making for some time. Administrative input and participation in the 
committee system has been utilized as a mechanism of administrative 
control in higher education and a change in the representation or role 
of administrators on such bodies indicates the presence of some change 
or change agent. Collective bargaining served as one such change agent. 
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Shifts in Academic Personnel Policies and Practices. While other results 
have indicated a measure of the direct impact of collective bargaining 
on administrative practices and policies shifts in personnel policies 
and practices have had an indirect impact. That is, this change will 
bring about an alteration in the practices and policies of management, 
v The content of various contract provisions and the changes in these 
provisions constitute one such area of impact. 
Job security provisions including grievance or appeal mechanisms, 
and codified tenure and retrenchment provisions have increased signi¬ 
ficantly in both absolute numbers and in degree of uniformity and speci¬ 
fication. Retrenchment has become a bargainable issue in New England 
and across the nation as a whole. Thus, the ability of management to 
determine the size of its workforce is being lost as a management 
prerogative and has become a negotiated item. 
For other areas of personnel policy, including standards for pro¬ 
motion, tenure, hiring, termination, retrenchment and grievance, a 
greater degree of specificity has occurred. Minimum requirements for 
promotion, tenure, and teaching are common and are influencing standards 
for advancement and retention. Since the introduction of bargaining 
policies for hiring, termination, retrenchment and grievance have be¬ 
come more explicit, are more often written and uniform throughout a given 
institution. Schools which had no policies or whose policies covered 
only one or two of these areas, now have standards for all areas. Thus, 
the impact has been both on the form and the content of policy in the 
personnel area. 
A greater regularization in terms and conditions of employment 
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•' and the grievance appeal process has an effect on administration. 
4 Efficiency is increased as all cases are considered in light of the 
explicit process procedures and process. Again the question of the 
relationship between efficiency and effectiveness is raised. Exceptions 
can now be referred to the grievance process for resolution. 
Implications of the Study for the Future 
The general impact of collective bargaining on the administration 
of collegiate educational institutions in the public realm has been 
mixed. Those changes which have taken place appear to be of both form 
and degree. Increases to staff have occurred and changes have been 
recorded in the nature and form of collegial influence in the decision¬ 
making process. Unionization appears to have brought about a dimunition 
on the scope of management prerogative and to have hastened the changes 
of faculty-administrative relationships from collegial to adversarial. 
The movement to a more professionalized management has begun. Greater 
specialization of functions is occurring. Efficiency in decision-making 
has been enhanced and to the extent that increased efficiency leads to 
improved effectiveness, better administration has resulted. 
These results must be considered as an indication of trends for 
the experience with academic bargaining, especially in New England, and 
have been of limited form and duration. As academic collective bargaining 
in public higher education becomes more firmly established, the nature 
and direction of the impact of unionization should become more clearly 
evident. 
Administrators will find an indication of some of the emerging 
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trends in academic collective bargaining as these effect the performance 
of their function. It suggests, for example, that administrators would 
be advised to obtain some form of labor training and to consider other 
types of training as well. It also suggests the types of specialist 
personnel including legal, negotiator, data processing and contract 
specialist that other colleges and universities have found useful. 
Other specific indications for improving current administrative 
practice and policy will be found in consideration of the questions on 
planning and the coordination of administrative functions. Where concern 
may be felt for changing governance and collegial relationship, this 
■ ( \ 
study should provide an opportunity to assess the nature and type of 
this change. The importance of explicit and uniform policies is also 
clarified. For the nonunion campus, this study may provide an indication 
of some additional actions that could be undertaken by management to 
forestall or prevent organization. That is, implicit is the suggestion 
that good personnel policies, adequate appeals or grievance processes, 
and a strong collegial governance system may diffuse a collective bargain¬ 
ing organization effort. 
The implications for faculty are in many instances the same as for 
administrators. In addition, faculty members may gain insight into the 
types of negotiation demands to present during bargaining. They should 
also gain a better sense of some of the changes bargaining will and will 
not bring about such as greater specificity in terms and conditions of 
employment. For the unorganized, it should provide additional inform¬ 
ation on which to base an election vote. In addition to weighing the 
other attributed benefits and shortcomings of bargaining, consideration 
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should also be given to the nature and types of changes which may occur 
in their collegiate administrations. It might also have some degree of 
influence on faculty decisions to move into collegiate administration. 
Students will gain a sense of the impact they are having on campus 
governance such as their ability to effect membership and issue content. 
Beyond this, there will be an indication of the results of student union¬ 
ization on a given campus. To the extent that more explicit and uniform 
personnel policies lead to greater employment security, students may find 
faculty with a different degree of personal motivation functioning in the 
classroom. 
This study also provides an indication of the present status of 
collegiate administration. The introduction of professionalism into 
collegiate administration is hinted at through the introduction of 
specialized training and a greater degree of specialization of management 
responsibility. By implication, it is clear that present practice is 
best characterized as management-by-exception. The implication is that 
this approach to administration will and is being replaced by other 
management approaches involving planning, enlightened decision-making 
and modern control concepts. Professionalism in administration will 
become more important and collective bargaining combines with other 
pressures such as budget to force a greater management emphasis in admini¬ 
stration. 
Beyond this, the research also provides an updated description of 
collegiate collective bargaining as it is currently being practiced in 
public higher education today. Added to the other exploratory studies 
and case analyses already in existence, it added to the general knowledge 
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in the field of collective bargaining. Finally, it sheds further light 
on the relationship between collective bargaining in the industrial 
sphere and the educational realm and suggests some of the directions 
that public sector labor relations may be taking in the years ahead. 
Limitations of the Study 
Every research study has its limitations and this description is 
not an exception. The limitations here are of several types. The first 
type of limitation relates to the sample itself. The sample size was 
limited especially with references to the New England sample. No compari¬ 
son was made to populations which are not engaged in bargaining. Pro¬ 
blems of matching and selecting proper subjects precluded this possibility. 
The newness of the academic bargaining phenomenon has limited predictive 
capabilities. As in any survey study, problems of external influence 
on validity must be considered. For example, administrators were influ¬ 
enced in their answers to questions by their current experience with 
bargaining. 
The timing of the distribution of questionnaires and the attitudes 
of academic administrators toward surveys also impacted on results. 
Several respondents, for example, commented that they did not have the 
time or resources to complete the questionnaire in detail. Other limit¬ 
ations were found in the nature of the survey questionnaire itself. The 
ordering and wording of questions as well as the length of the question- 
t 
naire influenced response rates. For some schools, including several 
small community colleges, questions were not appropriate to the local 
situation. Beyond this are the statistical problems inherent in forced 
256 
choice questions. Respondents were forced to select choices which did 
not most accurately represent their actual situation. Other statistical 
limitations related to respondent definition of the meaning of choices. 
For example, seldom could be variously defined by respondents and this 
in turn would effect the response given. Other limitations exist in the 
actual mode of analysis selected. 
The second type of limitation relates to the generalizability of 
results. As this survey only related to public higher educational 
institutions, the results must be viewed from this perspective. These 
same results may be occurring for reasons other than collective bargain 
ing but the interrelationship of factors makes a clear delineation of 
the impact of bargaining difficult. As the study was only performed 
for public institutions, some reservation must be made concerning 
generalizing the results to the private sector. The same reservation 
must be acknowledged with respect to the public, nonunionized sector. 
Studies of higher education will not be applicable to other levels of 
education or to other parts of the public sector. 
A final limitation to be mentioned is the limitation posed by the 
scope of the study. The number of areas explored was probably in 
excess of what should have been attempted. The study might have been 
more efficient and effective if fewer dimensions had been measured but 
each measurement taken in greater depth. This is, of course, the 
limitation of many descriptive studies. Future longitudinal studies 
could deal with questions of the depth of impact of collective bargain 
ing on a given campus or system. 
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Although there are many limitations to this study, its value as a 
descriptive study is not diminished. The results here do add to the 
body of knowledge in the field of labor relations in general and to 
public higher educational collective bargaining in particular. 
Suggestions for Future Research 
Several areas for future research have been suggested during the 
course of this study. The first area encompasses the material considered 
here. Within this area would be included longitudinal studies to view 
the impact of collegiate bargaining over time, and indepth research into 
each of the subareas such as the impact of collegiate bargaining on long 
range planning, governance, and specific personnel practices or procedures. 
Another approach could involve case study analysis of a single institution 
and the impact of unionization on that school or administration. 
A second area of consideration could involve the impact of colle¬ 
giate bargaining on various processes. Included here could be impact 
studies of unionization on bureaucratization, centralization, or institu¬ 
tional change. Attempts in this area would be to determine causative 
relationship and the nature of those relationships. Such studies would 
be difficult because of the wide variety of factors which affect the 
change process in public higher education and the politicization of the 
decision-making process. 
A third area of possible future study relates to comparative types 
of research. Among the studies possible here would be comparisons of 
unionized and nonunionized institutions and of public and private higher 
educational institutions. Such work would be complicated by problems of 
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sample selection, and of difficulties related to institutional matching. 
Other comparative research might consider types of higher educational 
institutions by level such a community colleges, state colleges and 
universities. This would provide a basis for determining the evolution 
of bargaining through various types of schools and for delineating or 
isolating impacts of bargaining unique to certain institutional types. 
Similar studies could be conducted on a regional or size basis. 
Another area of study relates to placing collective bargaining in 
the context of general personnel policies. That is, changes in personnel 
policies in general could be investigated to determine the nature of 
impacting influences on the several dimensions of the employment. 
Another type of research in this area could involve the relationship of 
personnel policy including the labor relations function to various other 
dimensions of collegiate administration such as budgeting. 
A final area of possible research concern relates to collegiate 
administration itself. For example, span of control, management succes¬ 
sion, management style, and decision-making styles and effectiveness 
could all be studied in depth or across several types or levels of 
collegiate institution. 
The above suggest only a few of possible areas for future study and 
analysis. The fields of educational administration and collective 
bargaining and their interrelationships offer fertile possibilities for 
further analysis and should provide many opportunities for exploration 
and research. 
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Source: George W. Andell, Edward P. Kelley, Jr. and Associates 
Handbook of Faculty Bargaining (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers 
1977) , p. 179. 
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Appendix C: Definitions Used in the Study 
Academic Terms: 
Class Size - Responsibilities assigned for class size and limits 
on class size. 
Faculty Responsibilities - A statement of the responsibilities to 
the students, the profession and the employing institution. 
Teaching Load - The number of credit hours taught per term or year. 
Educational Terms: 
Community College - A state supported, two-year institution which 
can confer the Associate’s degree on its graduates. 
State College - A state supported institution which often has its 
origins as a teacher training institution. 
State University - A state supported institution which offers all 
levels of undergraduate and graduate education. It may have 
originated as a land grant institution. 
Labor Relations Terminology: 
Bargaining Agent - A union that has been named as the exclusive 
representative of the employees for the purposes of bargaining 
over wages, hours, and other conditions of employment. 
American Association of University Professors - (A.A.U.P.) - A 
•* national organization of teachers founded in 1915 for the 
protection of academic freedom and tenure. In 1971 it voted to 
persue collective bargaining as a means of achieving its goals. 
American Federation of Teachers (A.F.T.) - An affiliate of the 
AFL-CIO that represents both college professors and primary and 
secondary school teachers. 
Arbitration - A method of inpasse resolution, or the final step 
in the grievance procedure. Arbitration may be mandatory or 
permissive. In higher education, resort to arbitration may be 
restricted to selected portions of the contract such as procedural 
issues and not permitted on other issues. 
Good-Faith Bargaining - Employer and employee agree to bargain 
according to the prevailing rules and legislation, and to work to 
a successful settlement through negotiation. 
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Management - Rights Clause - The section of the agreement that 
outlines management's rights to run the organization. This has 
been a special problem in faculty negotiations since professors 
at some institutions have traditionally exercise powers that, 
in industry, are thought of as "management rights." 
National Education Association - (N.E.A.) The largest teacher 
organization in the United States. 
Retrenchment - Reductions in staff or services, or both, caused 
by financial exigency. 
Tenure - Generally granted to faculty members after three to six 
years of service at an institution. Tenure protects an employee 
from dismissal for all but gross violations of law and ethics. 
Administration: 
Management Development - Programs designed to improve the skills 
and experience of the manager at an institution. Programs may be 
formal or informal in nature. 
Governance: 
Faculty Committees - The Types, duties, membership and selection 
of committee are established and often detailed in nature. 
Committees may be governance, personnel, or educational policies 
committees. They may be department, college-wide, or university 
wide in scope. Membership may be elected or appointed. 
Selection of Administrators - Procedures outlines for the selection 
of institutional administrators. Emphasis is on the role of the 
faculty in the selection process. Administrators may be required 
to provide a written explanation to a faculty committee if it turns 
down the committee's selection. 
Personnel Policies: 
Faculty Evaluation Process - Provisions for evaluation of proba¬ 
tionary employees and promotion of others by departments, depart¬ 
ment chairmen, students and administrators are stated. Standards 
of teaching, professional and community activities are established 
and the employee is measured against these standards. 
Financial Exigency - A situation in which the employer declares 
that it faces financial difficulties sufficiently severe to justify 
the abrogation of normal contract provisions. 
Note: All definitions in this glossary are based on terms in Howard 
Means and Philip Sernas, A Chronicle of Higher Education Handbook^ 
Faculty Collective Bargaining (Washington, D.C.: Editorial Projects for 
Education, 1976), Second Edition, pp. 1-8 and a "glossary of Labor Terms 
Washington, D.C.: Academic Collective Bargaining Information Service. 
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Appendix D 
April 21, 1978 
Dear President: 
The enclosed questionnaire is part of a research project to 
determine the impact of faculty collective bargaining on the management 
of collegiate institutions. 
In your position, you are aware of many of the tangible and 
intangible effects that faculty collective bargaining has had on the 
administration of your institution, in such areas as compensation, class 
size and greater specificity in the employment relationship. 
Less is known concerning the impact of faculty bargaining on the 
process and practice of collegiate institutional management. The results 
of this research could have important implications for improving the 
preparation and conduct of negotiations. It should also assist in 
developing more effective and efficient approaches to the management of 
the labor relations function which will realize the goals of the 
educational organization while recognizing the interests of the collegiate 
faculty to the mutual benefit of all concerned parties. 
Your response to this questionnaire will play a significant part 
in this project. Results of this survey, including statistical inform¬ 
ation on the relationships between types of institutions and the various 
management practices, policies, and procedures, will be made available 
to those who show interest. If you would like to be placed on our mail¬ 
ing list, please answer question number 26 at the end of the question¬ 
naire. 
Be assured that your replies will be held in strictest confidence 
and will not be publically identified with you or your organization. 
Only statistical abstracts will be used for analysis. 
We appreciate your interest and are looking forward to your response. 
A self-addressed envelope has been provided for your convenience. 
i 
Sincerely, 
Carol B. Gilmore 
Assistant Professor 
of Management 
CBG/gb 
Enclosures 
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Appendix D 
Survey Questionnaire 
IMPACT 0I; COLLECTIVE liAKGAlNINC ON COLLEGIATE ADMINISTRATION 
1. Your Name __ Title 
Institution O university (1) Ostate college (2) 
O community college (3) O other (4) (specify) _ 
2. Arc the faculty members of your institution represented by an 
association or union for the purposes of collective bargaining? 
Oyes (1) Qno (2) Od°n,t know (3) 
If so, by what agent? (Check one) 
Oai*1’ (4) (5) OnCA (6) OOther (specify) (7) _ 
3. When was the date of official recognition on campus? _ 
4. When was the initial agreement signed (date)?  
5. Duration of initial agreement? (Check one) 
Oone year (1) O 18 months (2) Q two years (3) Q Other (specify) (4) 
0. lias there been a change in time spent on faculty grievances? 
O yes (1) Ono (2) O^01^ know (3) 
If yes, how would you characterize this change? _ 
7. What has been the increase in the number of faculty grievances 
processed in the past five years? __ _ 
How many of these grievances have been taken to arbitration? 
8. In what specific areas have these people been added? (please check) 
Position Number of Persons Added 
O Legal (1) _ 
Q Data Processing (2) _ 
Employment 
O Relations 
Specialist (3) _ 
O Negotiator (4) 
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Number of Persons Added 
Pi nancia1/Budget 
.‘Ijjccial i:;t (5) _ 
Personnel (Training 
5 Development) (6) _ 
Contract 
Specialist (7J _ 
Other (specify) (8) _ 
9. Does your institution have provisions or programs for administrative 
training and development? 
Qyes (l) Qno (2) Qdon't know (3) 
If yes, in which of the following areas? (Please check) 
Types of Program Training Year Instituted 
Q Supervisory training and development (11) _ 
QPinancial management (12)  
Q Personnel management (13) __ 
(^Collective bargaining/negotiations (14)  
QHuman relations/ski11 training (15) _ 
OOther (list) (16) 
To what degree do you think collective bargaining has influenced your 
institution in each of the following areas? x iC'.ock one) 
r-H O. 
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d 
C o •H 
CO 
03 o 
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e 
O
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e 
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n 
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A
lw
ay
s 
A
lw
ay
s 
1. Selection of academic 
chairpersons. 
O(i) 0(3) OM 0(3) 
2. Functions of personnel 
committee. Od) Od) Om Ow 0(3) 
3. Composition of personnel 
committee. CXD 0(2) Od) 0(4) 0(3) 
4. Membership on personnel 
committee. OW 0(2) Od) 0<4) 0(3) 
s. Faculty appeal or 
grievance committee. Ou) Qoo 0(3) OW 0(3) 
6. Chairmanship of faculty 
governance organization. O(i) 0(2) 0(3) 0(4) 0(3) 
7. effectiveness of campus 
governance organization. Od) 0(2) 0(J) 0(4) 0(3) 
To what extent do you feel that any of the following have occurred since 
the inception of collective bargaining on your campus? (Check one) 
H 
rt 
g •H 
e 
6 4J 4-> as 1A 
S3 (j <d g (h CT3 t-< rrt V 1 
a & £3 
1. Closer coordination 
between administrative 
functions such as 
Od) 0(2) 0(3) 0(4) 0(3) 
• 
personnel 1) finance. 
Legal, personnel, etc. 
2. Implementations of 
procedures to coordinate 
personnel procedures 
throughout the 
institution. 
Od) 0(2) 0(3) 0(4) 0(5) 
3. Centralization of 
professional staff 
benefits. 
Od) 0(2) 0(3) 0(4) 0(5) 
4. Coordination of 
collective 
bargaining. 
Od) 
• 
0(2) 0(3) 0(4) 0(3) 
5. Creation of joint faculty- 
administrative committee 
0(1) 0(2) 0(3) 0(4) 0(5) 
for the purposes of contract 
administration. 
12. Please check the status of your personnel policies PRIOR to collective 
bargainjng with regard to criteria for promotion anil criteria for tenure. 
hiatus Crileria 
for 
Promotion 
Criteria 
for 
Tenure 
1. Minimum teaching criteria 
specjlied. Oau 0(21) 
2. Minimum research criteria 
specified. 0(12) 0(22) 
3. Minimum public service cri¬ 
teria specified. Od3) 0(23) 
4. Overall minimum criteria 
specified. 0(14) 0(24) 
5. Minimum criteria specified 
but varies within the insti¬ 
tution by unit or department. OdS) 0(25) 
6. No minimum criteria specified. O (lb) 0(2b) 
Please check the status of your personnel policies SINCP. collective 
bargaining with regard to criteria for promotion and criteria for tenure 
Status Criteria 
for 
Promotion 
Criteria 
for 
Tenure 
1. Minimum teaching criteria 
specified. 0(U) 0(21) 
2. Miniimim research criteria 
specified. 0(12) 0(22) 
3. Minimum public service cri¬ 
teria specified. 0(13) 0(23) 
4. Overall minimum criteria 
specified. 0(14) 0(24) 
5. Minimum criteria specified 
but varies within the insit- 
tution by unit or department. 0(15) 0(25) 
6. No minimum criteria specified. 0(16) 0(26) 
14. Please cheek the status of your institution's personnel policies in 
areas other than tenure and promotion, PRIOR to collective bargaining. 
. Policy 
Grievance 
Status of Policy Hiring Tcnni nation Retrenchment Appea1 
Not written, O(H) 
probably varies 
case to case. 
0(21) 0(31) 0(41) 
No written criteria, 
implicitly under- 
stood by faculty. O(12) 0(22) 0(32) 0(42) 
Criteria uniform 
l\ explicit through- 
out the institution.O(13) 0(23) 0(33) 0(43) 
Criteria explicit § 
uniform but varies 
between units within 
the institution. 0(14) 0(24) 0(34) 0(44) 
15. Please check the status of your institution's personnel policies in 
areas other than tenure and promotion, SINCE collective bargaining. 
1. Not written. 
Probably varies 
case to case. O(H) 
2. No written criteria 
implicitly under- 
stood by faculty. 0(12) 
3. Criteria uniform 
5 explicit through- 
out the institution. (_)(13) 
4. Criteria explicit 5 
unifrom but varies 
between units within 
the institution. Q(14) 
0(21) 
0(22) 
0(23) 
0(24) 
O (31) 
0(32) 
0(33) 
0(34) 
Gw 
0(42) 
0(43) 
0(44) 
16. Does your institution prepare written long-range plans? 
Oyes (1) Ono (2) Odon,t (3) 
When was this LRP instituted? (Check one) 
O 1-3 years ago (5) O4-5 years a8° (6) O6 or ,norc years (7> 
Please specify the types of plans which you prepare. 
o> year (1) O 2-5 years (2) O* or more years (3) 
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If no, why not? 
Indicate which areas are encompassed by your long-range planning activities. 
(Please check) 
Type of planning activity Coverage in IJd» Included in 
coverage no coverage 
contract 
bargaining 
provisions 
1. Organizational goals O 01) 0(12) 0(13) 
2. budget O (21) 0(22) 0(23) 
3. Personnel compensation . OC31) 0(32) 0(33) 
4. Staffing needs O (41) 0(«) 0(43) 
5. Promotion policy 0(51) 0(52) 0(53) 
6. Physical facilities 0(61) 0(62) 0(63) 
7. Collective bargaining 0(7D 0(72) 0(73) 
8. Other (specify) Oc81) 0(82) 0(83) 
y 17. What, in your opinion, has been the general ijjqxict(s) of collective 
bargaining on your personnel and management policies? _ 
18. Docs your institution have a body (such as a senate) which serves a 
governance function for your scltool? 
Oyes (1) Ono (2) 
If yes, how many years has this governance system been in cxistancc? 
O 0-2 years (1) 03-5 years (2) O^'8 years (3) O9 or more years (4) 
19. Please check those constituent bodies which are represented as voting 
members in your governance organization. 
Type of Member Represented prior to 
collective bargaining 
Represented since 
collective bargaining 
1. Student Odi) 0(12) 
2. Staff 0(21) 0(22) 
3. Mministrativc 
(excluding department 
chairman) 
0<31> 0(32) 
4. Department Chairman 0(41) 0(«) 
r 
.» • Tenured faculty Orsn O (52) 
0. Nontenured faculty 
What arc the functions of the 
0(61) 
governance body? (Please check) 
0(02) 
function Prior to Since Collective Bargaining 
1. Academic affairs 
Collective 
Bargaining 
O(ii) 
Senate 
0(12) 
Union 
Od3) 
Joint senatc/union 
Od4) 
2. Salary 8 benefits 0(21) 0(22) 0(23) 0(24) 
3. Committee assignments OOD 0(32) 0(33) 0(34) 
^4. Supervising personnel 
selection 0(41) Ot42) 0(43) 0(44) 
5. Professional relations Otsi) 0(52) 0(53) 0(54) 
(,. C.r ievnnee 0(61) Of62) 0(03) 0(04) 
7. Workload CH’l) 0(72) 0(73> 0(7“) 
8. Personnel policies 
(general) 0(8D 0(82) 0(83) 0(84) 
^ 9. Hiring policy Opd O(02) 0(93) 004) 
10. Promotion policy Oaoi) 
o
 
H
 
0
 o
 
K-*
 
O
 
v—
/ 
0(1°4) 
1]. Tenure policy 0(11!) 
eg
 
H
 
v—
/ 
0
 0(U3) O(114) 
12. Retrenchment policy Ou21) Od22) Od23) Od24) 
13. Other (specify) 0(131) Od32) Od33) O d34) 
21. Arc there any areas ether than those enumerated above where collective 
bargaining has replaced your traditional form of govcm;incc. Please 
list: ___ 
22. In what specific areas, if any, does the campus governance body cooperate 
or work with the faculty bargaining agent? Please list: _ 
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23. In wlmt way(s) do you believe the organization of your traditional 
governance body has changed since the advent of collective bargaining 
on your campus? _ 
/ 24. In what ways do you believe that the authori_ty of your traditional 
governance IwKly lias changed since the advent of collective bargaining 
on your campus?  
’ 25. Wiiat, in your opinion, has been the major impact(s) of collective 
bargaining on the personnel and management policies and programs 
of your institution? _ 
26. If you wish to be placed on the mailing list to receive a copy of the 
results of this survey, please indicate below. 
_yes _no 
THANK Y(JU FOR YOUR GOOPliKATlON IN ANSWERING '1111S QUESTIONNAIRE. 
PLEASE RETURN IN THE POSTAGE PAID ENVELOPE. 
A COPY OF YOUR COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENT WILL BE APPRECIATED. 
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Appendix E: First Follow-up Letter 
Dear Sir: 
Earlier this year you should have received a questionnaire concern¬ 
ing the impact of Academic Collective Bargaining on Collegiate Admini¬ 
stration. A good response rate has been achieved to date. However, in 
order to complete the study and to obtain accurate conclusions, we would 
appreciate your response. A preliminary analysis reveals some interesting 
practices and differences between New England and national institutions. 
As indicated in the cover letter the results will be made available to 
you. Thank you for your cooperation. 
Sincerely, 
Carol B. Gilmore 
Assistant Professor 
of Management 
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Appendix F: Second Follow-up Letter Requesting Participation 
Dear Sir: 
On two occasions during the past four weeks you received a letter 
requesting cooperation in a study of the impact of collective bargaining 
on collegiate administration in public higher education. Again I am 
asking your assistance in this research project. Since I am planning to 
statistically analyze the data, the information from each respondent adds 
significantly to the value of the study. 
The information for this study will be gathered from your completed 
questionnaire. All information will be held in strictest confidence and 
only aggregate data will be analyzed. If you are willing to participate 
in this study, send the completed questionnaire or if another question¬ 
naire is needed, please indicate this at the bottom of the letter. If 
not, please make the appropriate indication. In any case, return the 
letter, and completed questionnaire, in the stamped, self-addressed 
envelope provided in the first letter. 
This study will serve to fulfill the research required for the 
degree of Ph.D in Personnel and Industrial Relations at the University of 
Massachusetts. Professor Max S. Wortman, Jr., Professor of Management is 
advising me in this reaesrch. If you desire additional information or 
clarification, please contact Professor Wortman or myself. 
Very Truly yours, 
Carol B. Gilmore 
completed Questionnaire 
enclosed 
I will participate 
Please send another 
Questionnaire form 
I will participate _I will not 
participate 

